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I.  SUMMARY 


A.    PROJECT  DESCRIPTION 

The  proposed  project  is  sponsored  by  Sum  ma  Resources,  Inc.,  whose  objective  is  to  meet  a 
perceived  need  for  high  quality  housing  in  San  Francisco  and  to  obtain  a  return  on  invested 
capital.  The  project  is  designed  by  Kaplan/McLaughlin/Diaz,  Architects. 

The  proposed  project  would  be  the  construction  of  two  condominium  buildings,  a  17-story 
tower  and  a  four-story  townhouse.  The  proposed  17-story  tower  would  contain  69  units 
totaling  about  148,200  gross  sq.  ft.  and  would  be  160  ft.  high.  At  the  fifth  level,  the 
tower  would  be  set  back  25  ft.  from  the  property  line  on  Sacramento  St.;  the  fifth-level 
setback  area  would  contain  an  open  terrace  and  swimming  pool.  The  four-story  townhouse 
would  contain  two  three-bedroom  units  with  about  8,200  gross  sq.  ft.  and  would  be  about 
45  ft.  high.  The  facade  of  the  buildings  would  be  clad  in  tempered  glass  and  reinforced 
concrete  with  granite  veneer.  The  project  would  contain  three  levels  of  parking  with  107 
(78  independently  accessible,  and  29  tandem)  parking  spaces  below  the  elevation  of 
Sacramento  St.;  access  would  be  from  Sproule  Lane  and  Ewer  Place.  The  project  would 
provide  one  off-street  loading  space  which  would  be  accessible  from  Ewer  Place. 

The  16,824-sq.-ft.  project  site  is  in  Assessor's  Block  222,  and  consists  of  Lots  10,  11,  33, 
34,  44  and  45.  All  of  the  lots  are  vacant  except  Lot  10,  which  contains  a  three-story 
single-family  townhouse  (1130  Sacramento).  The  site  fronts  on  Sacramento  St.  and 
Sproule  Lane  between  Taylor  and  Mason  Sts.  The  site  is  west  of  the  11-story,  136-ft.-high 
Park  Lane  Apartments  (1100  Sacramento)  and  east  of  the  20-story,  220-ft.-high  Nob  Hill 
Condominiums  (1 170  Sacramento).  The  site  faces  the  Pacific  Union  Club  across 
Sacramento  St.  and  is  diagonally  across  Sacramento  St.  from  Huntington  Park. 

Five  of  the  lots  are  in  an  RiM-4  (Mixed  Residential,  High  Density)  zoning  district;  the 
northernmost  lot  on  Sproule  Lane  (Lot  44)  is  in  an  RM-3  (Mixed  Residential,  Medium 
Density)  district.  The  total  number  of  units  permitted  on  the  site  is  73;  the  project  would 
contain  71  units,  all  of  which  would  be  on  the  RM-4  portion  of  the  site.  The  RM-3  portion 
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of  the  property  would  contain  a  15-foot  rear  yard  on  natural  grade  and  a  landscaped  deck 
over  the  enclosed  parking  levels.  The  portion  of  the  site  in  the  RM-4  district  is  in  a  160-A 
height  and  bulk  district;  building  height  is  restricted  to  160  ft.,  and  above  a  height  of 
40  ft.  the  maximum  permitted  bulk  measurements  are  110  ft.  in  length  and  125  ft. 
diagonally.  The  portion  of  the  site  in  the  RM-3  district  is  in  a  65-A  height  and  bulk 
district;  building  height  is  restricted  to  65  ft.;  maximum  bulk  limits  are  the  same  as  in  the 
160-A  height  and  bulk  district.  Since  the  project  site  is  in  a  residential  district  and  the 
project  would  be  over  40  ft.  in  height,  Conditional  Use  (CU)  authorization  by  the  City 
Planning  Commission  would  be  required. 


B.     ?.1A1N  EN VIRQNAIENTAL  IMPACTS 
PRIOR  ENVIRONMENTAL  REVIEW 

On  September  2,  1983,  the  Department  of  City  Planning  determined  that  this  project 
could  not  have  a  significant  environmental  impact,  and  a  Preliminary  Negative 
Declaration  was  issued.  Upon  appeal  of  this  determination,  the  City  Planning  Commission 
upheld  the  Preliminary  Negative  Declaration.  Subsequently,  on  January  19,  1984,  the 
Commission  vacated  its  prior  decision  and  reconsidered  the  appeal.  Since  there  were  two 
conflicting  expert  opinions  on  the  traffic  effects  of  the  project,  the  Commission 
determined  that  an  EIR  should  be  prepared,  covering  all  appropriate  issues. 

A  new  Initial  Study  was  prepared  for  the  project  and  published  on  April  13,  1984.  Issues 
that  were  determined  to  require  no  further  discussion  in  this  EIR  as  a  result  of  the  Initial 
Study  are:  land  use,  population,  construction  and  building  operation  noise,  construction 
and  building  operation  air  quality,  utilities  /  public  services,  biology,  geology/topography, 
water,  and  cultural  resources.  The  Initial  Study  is  attached  to  this  report  as  Appendix  A, 
pp.  A-1  to  A-23. 

URBAN  DESIGN,  VISUAL  QUALITY,  AND  ARCHITECTURAL  RESOURCES 

From  long-range  vantage  points,  such  as  Telegraph  Hill,  the  project  would  appear  as  an 
integral  part  of  the  serrated  skyline  of  Nob  Hill.  It  would  be  60  ft.  lower  than  the  Nob 
Hill  Condominiums  to  the  west  and  24  ft.  higher  than  the  Park  Lane  Apartments  to  the 
east.  The  project  would  not  be  visible  in  distant  views  from  the  west,  southwest,  south,  or 
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southeast  because  of  intervening  topography  and  buildings.  The  project  would  complete 
the  enclosure  of  Huntington  Park,  creating  a  building  "wall"  effect. 

The  project  would  interrupt  all  views  of  San  Francisco  Bay  and  the  East  Bay  Hills  from 
approximately  75%  of  Huntington  Park  and  from  points  along  Sacramento  St.  and  Sproule 
Lane,  as  would  any  building  of  one  story  or  more  covering  the  same  portion  of  the  site. 

The  project  would  interrupt  the  northward  view  towards  Russian  Hill  and  the  Bay  from  the 
Huntington  Hotel  and  the  apartment  buildings  at  1001  and  1055  California  St.  Eastward 
views  of  the  Bay,  Angel  Island  and  Yerba  Buena  Island,  the  Bay  Bridge,  and  the  East  Bay 
would  be  blocked  from  apartments  on  the  lower  floors  of  the  Nob  Hill  Condominiums, 
except  for  some  views  from  the  living  and  dining  rooms  at  the  north  and  south  ends  of 
that  building.  Direct  sunlight  to  the  bedrooms  and  kitchens  of  the  affected  units  in  the 
Nob  Hill  Condominiums  would  also  be  reduced  by  the  project.  Panoramic  views  from  the 
topmost  floors  of  the  Nob  Hill  Condominium  building  would  be  retained  because  of  the 
greater  height  of  that  building,  although  new  views  of  the  close-in  project  could  detract 
from  the  quality  of  these  views. 

There  are  a  number  of  buildings  in  the  area  which  have  been  rated  in  the  1976  Depart/nent 
of  City  Planning  (DCP)  inventory  of  architecturally  significant  buildings.  Within  one 
block  of  the  project  site  are  located  two  structures  of  City  Landmark  quality.  The 
project  would  differ  from  these  buildings;  however,  the  project  design  is  intended  to 
complement  the  older  Park  Lane  Apartments  adjacent  to  the  project  site.  The  proposed 
project  would  require  demolition  of  the  1130  Sacramento  St.  townhouse,  rated  '3'  in  the 
1976  DCP  survey. 

SHADOWS 

The  project  would  create  more  extensive  shadow  patterns  in  the  project  vicinity  than 
those  that  exist  at  present.  Some  shadow  patterns  in  fall,  winter,  and  spring  afternoons 
would  coincide  with  those  currently  cast  by  existing  structures  and  would  therefore  result 
in  no  net  new  shadow  effects.  During  the  early  morning  hours  of  all  seasons  of  the  year, 
portions  of  Sproule  Lane,  as  well  as  the  eastern  side  of  the  Nob  Hill  Condominiums,  would 
be  shaded  by  the  proposed  project.  The  project  would  increase  the  shadows  cast  on  the 
garden  behind  the  Park  Lane  Apartments  by  shading  it  during  the  early  afternoon  hours  of 
all  seasons  of  the  year.  Building  facades  facing  Malvina  Place,  northeast  of  the  project, 
would  be  shaded  by  the  project  during  midday  hours  in  the  fall,  winter,  and  spring. 
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In  March  and  September,  project  shadows  would  extend  as  far  north  as  Clay  St.  Between 
9:00  a.m.  (9:45  a.m.  in  September)  and  3:00  p.m.  (3:45  p.m.  in  September),  the  shadow 
would  trace  a  path  generally  along  the  roofs  of  the  existing  buildings  on  the  south  side  of 
Clay  St.,  from  Taylor  to  Mason  Sts.  At  its  farthest  northward  extent,  the  shadow  would 
reach  onto  Clay  St.,  but  would  not  cross  it. 

In  June  between  9:00  a.m.  and  3:00  p.m.,  project  shadow  would  be  limited  to  the  interior 
of  the  blocks  between  Sacramento,  Clay,  Taylor  and  Mason  Sts. 

In  December,  project  shadows  would  extend  as  far  north  as  Washington  St.  Between 
9:00  a.m.  and  3.*00  p.m.,  the  shadow  would  trace  an  arc  from  the  intersection  of  Taylor  and 
Washington  Sts.,  receding  as  it  approached  the  Chinese  Recreation  Center  at  about  noon, 
and  lengthening  to  reach  the  intersection  of  Powell  and  Washington  Sts.  by  3K)0  p.m.  At 
9:00  a.m.  and  again  at  3:00  p.m.,  the  shadow  would  reach  across  Washington  St.  to  touch 
the  fronts  of  the  structures  there;  between  those  times,  the  shadow  would  remain  south  of 
Washington  St. 

No  new  shadows  would  be  cast  by  the  project  on  any  back-yard,  open-space  or  vacant  area 
located  on  blocks  other  than  the  project  block. 

No  new  shadows  would  be  cast  by  the  project  on  the  Chinese  Recreation  Center 
playground.  New  shadow  would  be  cast  by  the  project  on  the  roof  of  the  gymnasium  of 
the  Chinese  Recreation  Center  between  the  hours  of  noon  and  2  p.m.  in  December. 

TRANSPORTATION,  CIRCULATION  AND  PARKING 

The  proposed  project's  transportation  impacts  were  analyzed  with  three  methods:  the 
worst-case  transit  method;  the  worst-case  traffic  method  and  the  Donald  Goodrich  (an 
independent  transportation  engineer)  method.  This  report  presents  the  worst-case  traffic 
method  and  worst-case  transit  method;  the  Goodrich  method,  based  on  observations  at  the 
Nob  Hill  Condominiums,  and  predicting  traffic  impacts  intermediate  between  those  of  the 
worst-case  traffic  and  worst-case  transit  methods,  is  discussed  in  Appendix  D,  p.  A-26. 

Trip  Generation 

Estimates  of  travel  from  the  project  are  based  on  the  number  of  proposed  residential  units 
in  the  project.   The  project  would  generate  about  540  person  trip-ends  (pte)  daily,  of 
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which  about  55  would  occur  during  the  p.m.  peak  hour  of  street  operations  in  the  area 
adjacent  to  the  site. 

Worst-Case  Transit.  Under  the  worst-case  transit  method  (which  is  the  standard  modal 
split  analysis  used  for  estimating  transportation  impacts),  during  the  p.m.  peak-hour, 
project  travel  would  be  a  maximum  of  about  15  pedestrian  pte,  about  35  transit  pte  and 
about  5  auto  pte  (about  4  vehicle  trip-ends  (vte)).  Under  this  scenario,  the  project  would 
generate  approximately  0.06  peak-hour  vte  per  dwelling  unit. 

Under  this  analysis,  as  noted  above,  the  project  would  generate  about  35  p.m. -peak-hour 
transit  riders.  If  all  of  the  project  riders  were  assumed  to  ride  the  1-California  ?4uni  line 
(the  closest  line  to  the  project  site),  they  could  not  be  accommodated  in  the  p.m.  peak 
hour  under  1983  capacity  conditions.  With  the  reopening  of  the  California  St.  cable  car 
line  in  1984,  the  1-California  line  could  accomodate  peak-hour  project  demand. 
Peak-period  (two  hour)  capacity  on  the  1-California  line  was  available  (in  1983)  to  absorb 
project  transit  demand. 

Worst-Case  Traffic.  To  better  represent  the  travel  characteristics  of  the  project  and  to 
provide  a  worst-case  trafhc  analysis,  an  independent  analysis  of  trip  generation  was 
done.  If,  as  a  worst  case  for  traffic  impacts  (which  would  reduce  the  pedestrian  travel 
and  transit  ridership  projections  for  the  project  to  essentially  zero),  all  of  the  travel  to 
the  project  by  residents  and  visitors  on  a  daily  basis  was  assumed  to  occur  in  vehicles, 
then  the  project  could  be  assumed  to  generate  about  430  vehicle  trip-ends  (vte)  per  day 
(about  45  vte  in  the  p.m.  peak-hour),  which  would  be  6.1  vte  per  dwelling  unit  per  day 
(p.m.  peak-hour  generation  would  be  about  0.63  vte  per  dwelling  unit).  This  generation 
represents  maximum  auto  use  to  and  from  the  site. 

Under  this  analysis,  the  project  could  add  about  145  vte  per  day  to  Ewer  Place  and  about 
285  vte  per  day  to  Sproule  Lane.  In  the  p.m.  peak-hour,  traffic  additions  would  be  about 
15  vte  to  Ewer  Place  and  about  30  vte  to  Sproule  Lane.  Even  in  this  worst-case  for 
traffic  generation,  the  absolute  volumes  on  Sproule  Lane  and  Ewer  Place  would  not 
exceed  the  capacity  of  the  two  streets  to  carry  traffic  (although  the  daily  increase  in 
traffic  on  Sproule  Lane  would  be  about  60%  of  the  existing  traffic  volume  of  about 
500  vte  per  day;  the  p.m.  peak-hour  increase  would  be  100%).  The  project  would  not 
result  in  a  change  in  the  levels  of  service  at  any  of  the  intersections  in  the  project 
vicinity,  effects  at  intersections  closer  to  Downtown  and  the  financial  district  would  be 
statistically  insignificant. 
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As  noted,  the  Goodrich  method  (see  Appendix  D)  leads  to  predicted  traffic  generation 
levels  that  fall  between  those  of  the  worst-case  transit  and  the  worst-case  traffic 
methods. 

The  project  would  provide  107  parking  spaces  on-site.  The  City  Planning  Code  requires 
one  space  for  each  dwelling  unit,  or  71  spaces,  and  permits  up  to  150%  of  that 
requirement  as  accessory  parking  (Section  204.5(c)),  for  a  maximum  total  of  107  spaces 
for  the  project.  If  automobile  ownership  for  the  project  were  equivalent  to  that  in  the 
surrounding  area  (Census  Tract  112),  project  resident  parking  demand  would  be  for 
46  spaces;  parking  demand  from  visitors  would  increase  this  number.  On  the  basis  of  a 
previous  study,  total  parking  demand  by  residents  and  visitors  could  be  in  the  range  of  57 
to  78  spaces. 

The  worst-case  transit  approach  (standard  modal-split)  is  also  worst-case  for  generation 
of  walk  trips.  Under  this  approach,  the  project  would  add  about  15  pedestrians  (plus  about 
35  persons  walking  to  transit  stops)  to  the  Sacramento  St.  sidewalk  in  front  of  the  project 
site  in  the  p.m.  peak  hour,  or  less  than  one  pedestrian  every  minute.  This  would  have  a 
statistically  insignificant  impact  on  pedestrian  flow  in  the  area.  Under  the 
worst-case-traffic  approach,  the  project  would  generate  fewer  pedestrian  and  transit  trips 
(approaching  zero)  than  under  the  worst-case-transit  approach,  and  thus  would  have  less 
impact  on  sidewalk  operations. 

Other  residential  developments  under  review,  approved,  or  under  construction  in  the 
project  area  would  add  a  cumulative  daily  total  of  about  590  person  trip-ends  to  the 
streets  in  the  vicinity.  In  combination  with  project  trips,  there  would  be  an  additional  115 
p.m. -peak-hour  person  trips.  Using  the  worst-case  transit  approach  the  trips  would  be 
distributed  as  follows:  75  by  transit,  30  walking,  and  10  by  vehicle  (8  vte).  With  the 
worst-case  traffic  approach,  vehicular  travel  in  the  peak-hour  would  approach  95  vte. 
Such  increases  would  not  be  noticeable  within  the  daily  fluctuations  of  travel. 

Under  the  City  Planning  Code  formula  (Section  152),  the  amount  of  floor  area  proposed 
for  the  project  would  require  the  provision  of  one  off-street  loading  space;  the  project 
would  comply  with  this  requirement. 

AIR  QUALITY 

Upon  completion,  the  project  would  affect  air  quality  in  two  ways.  Emissions  would  be 
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generated  by  project-related  traffic  (primarily  carbon  monoxide,  CO),  and  by  combustion 
of  natural  gas  for  building  space  and  water  heating  (primarily  nitrogen  oxides,  NOx). 
Transportation  sources  would  account  for  over  90%  of  project-related  emissions.  Motor 
vehicle  trips  associated  with  the  project  would  emit  more  hydrocarbons  (HC)  than 
nitrogen  oxides  (NOx),  both  of  which  are  chemical  precursors  of  ozone.  Emissions  from 
building  natural  gas  combustion  would  consist  primarily  of  NOx,  but  would  be  minor 
compared  with  those  from  vehicular  sources. 

It  is  possible  that  excess  NOx  emissions  generated  by  the  project  could  contribute  to  a 
cumulative  increase  in  ozone  and/ or  nitrogenous  oxidant  concentrations  further  downwind, 
outside  the  Bay  Area.  In  addition,  incremental  NOx  emissions  generated  by  the  project 
could  contribute  to  a  cumulative  reduction  in  visibility,  or,  to  a  relatively  small  extent,  to 
a  cumulative  increase  in  acid  rain  further  downwind,  outside  the  Bay  Area. 

No  excesses  of  the  CO  standards  (Federal  nor  State)  are  projected  under  any  scenario  at 
either  intersection  analysed  in  this  report  (Mason/Sacramento  and  Taylor/Sacramento). 
Project-generated  traffic  would  contribute  about  0.1  part  per  million  (ppm)  to  the 
one-hour  carbon  monoxide  (CO)  concentrations  in  the  project  vicinity.  CO  concentrations 
are  predicted  to  be  less  in  2000  than  in  1984. 

Emissions  of  TSP  generated  by  the  project  would  contribute  to  a  cumulative  increase  in 
TSP  concentrations,  which  could  increase  the  frequency  of  TSP  standard  violations  in  San 
Francisco,  with  concomitant  health  effects  and  reduced  visibility. 

However,  many  of  the  project-related  vehicle  trips  have  already  been  counted  in 
cumulative  traffic  going  to  and  from  new  office  and  retail  developments  in  San  Francisco; 
in  addition  some  project  residents  could  already  be  living  in  San  Francisco.  Thus  most  of 
the  increases  in  NO^^,  CO  and  TSP  indicated  above  would  not  be  additional  increases  in 
pollutants,  since  they  have  already  been  considered  in  cumulative  analyses. 

The  project  would  not  conflict  with  the  pollution  reduction  strategies  recommended  by 
the  1982  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Plan.  These  strategies  consist  primarily  of  HC  and  CO 
emission  controls  on  stationary  sources  and  motor  vehicles,  and  transportation 
improvements,  and  are  aimed  at  attaining  the  national  ozone  and  CO  standards.  As 
discussed  above,  emissions  associated  with  the  project  are  not  projected  by  this  EIR  to 
increase  ozone  concentrations  or  to  result  in  violations  of  CO  standards,  and  thus  would 
not  conflict  with  the  objectives  of  the  1982  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Plan. 
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NOISE 

The  100  %  increase  in  traffic  on  Sproule  Lane  (peak-hour,  worst-case  traffic  approach), 
ignoring  all  other  noise  sources  in  the  area  (mainly  traffic  on  Sacramento  and  Clay  Sts.), 
would  result  in  a  time-averaged  peak-hour  increase  in  noise  levels  along  Sproule  Lane  of 
about  3  dBA.  However,  because  of  background  noise  levels  in  the  area,  the  actual 
time-averaged  increase  in  noise  on  Sproule  Lane  would  be  less  than  this  by  1-2  dBA.  A 
1-2  dBA  increase  in  time-averaged  environmental  noise  is  imperceptible  to  the  untrained 
human  ear.  Therefore,  no  time-averaged  noise  impact  associated  with  increased  traffic 
due  to  the  project  would  be  expected.  Noise  from  individual  vehicles  would  be 
distinguishable,  especially  in  the  portion  of  Sproule  Lane  midway  between  Clay  and 
Sacramento  Sts.,  and  along  Ewer  Place. 

ENERGY 

The  project  would  consume  about  270,000  British  thermal  units  (Btu)  per  sq.  ft.  annually 
(equivalent  to  about  7,145  barrels  of  oil  per  year),  or  about  744  Btu  per  sq.  ft.  per  day. 
Title  24  of  the  California  Administrative  Code  specifies  only  prescriptive  standards 
(specific  energy  conservation  measures)  for  residential  buildings  over  four  stories  high; 
there  are  no  maximum  energy  standards.  The  prescriptive  standards  include  measures 
such  as  weather-stripping,  appliance  efficiency,  and  wall,  roof  and  pipe  insulation. 

The  project  would  have  a  connected  electrical  load  of  about  2,500  kilowatts  (kW)  and 
would  consume  about  3.0  to  3.6  million  kilowatt  hours  (kWh)  of  electricity  per  year.  The 
projected  average  electrical  consumption  is  about  1.6  to  1.9  kWh  per  gross  sq.  ft.  per 
month.  Peak  electrical  demand  would  be  about  990  kW  and  would  typically  occur  at  about 
7;00  p.m.  on  January  evenings.  The  project  would  consume  about  47,000  therms  of  natural 
gas  annually.  Peak  demand  for  natural  gas  would  be  about  54  therms  per  hour. 
Project-related  transportation  would  cause  additional,  offsite  energy  consumption  of  a 
maximum  of  about  34,000  gallons  of  gasoline  and  diesel  fuel  annually,  on  the  assumption 
that  all  project  trips  are  new  trips;  this  results  in  some  double  counting,  as  some  project 
trips  would  be  going  to  (or  coming  from)  new  retail  and  office  development,  which  is 
already  counted  as  part  of  cumulative  development  traffic  and  energy  consumption 
calculations  in  the  downtown). 
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By  the  year  1990,  San  Francisco's  energy  requirement  is  projected  to  be  for  about 
4.2  billion  kWh  of  electricity  and  about  35  billion  cu.  ft.  of  natural  gas  per  year.  By  the 
year  2000  San  Francisco's  energy  requirement  is  projected  to  be  for  about  5.0  billion  kWh 
of  electricity  and  about  35  billion  cu.  ft.  of  natural  gas  per  year. 

HAZARDS 

Fire  Department  and  emergency  vehicle  access  to  the  project  would  be  from 
Sacramento  St.,  Sproule  Lane  and  Ewer  Place.  Emergency  stairways  would  exit  onto  both 
Ewer  Place  and  Sproule  Lane.  On  the  roof  level,  the  Fire  Department  requires  access  to 
roof  decks  on  both  sides  of  the  building;  the  project  would  meet  all  Fire  Department 
requirements. 

GROWTH  INDUCEMENT 

After  full  occupancy,  on-site  population  would  increase  to  about  150  persons.  The  project 
would  not  be  expected  to  encourage  additional  residential  development,  as  the  surrounding 
area  is  already  predominantly  residential,  and  potential  nearby  development  sites  are 
limited. 

C.    MITIGATION  MEASURES 

Several  of  the  mitigation  measures  included  in  the  project  that  would  mitigate  potential 
environmental  impacts  are  listed  below;  a  complete  list  is  contained  in  Section  V.,  p.  93: 

Shadows 

The  building  has  been  designed  to  add  no  new  shadow  to  the  Chinese  Recreation 
Center  playground  (at  Mason  and  Washington  Sts.)  at  any  time. 

Transportation 

The  project  sponsor  is  proposing  to  repave  Ewer  Place  and  is  considering  widening  it 
in  order  to  improve  access. 

Bollards  would  be  placed  along  the  east  side  of  Sproule  Lane,  to  discourage  illegal 
parking  and  improve  visibility  and  safety. 


I.  Summary 


Air  Quality 

The  project  sponsor  would  require  tiie  project  contractor  to  sprinkle  demolition  sites 
with  water  and  to  institute  other  mitigation  measures  to  reduce  air  pollutant 
emissions. 

Energy 

Space  heating  would  be  provided  by  water-to-air  heat  pumps,  for  energy  efficiency. 

Operable  windows  would  be  used  as  the  primary  source  of  ventilation  and  cooling,  to 
reduce  energy  used  in  air  conditioning. 

Geology /Topography 

Should  dewatering  be  necessary,  the  final  soils  report  shall  address  the  potential 
settlement  and  subsidence  impacts  of  this  dewatering. 

Hazards 

An  evacuation  and  emergency  response  plan  would  be  developed  by  the  project 
sponsor  or  building  management  staff,  in  consultation  with  the  Mayor's  Office  of 
Emergency  Services. 

D.    ALTERNATIVES  TO  THE  PROPOSED  PROJECT 


No-Project  Alternative 

This  alternative  would  involve  no  change  to  the  project  site  as  it  now  exists;  no 
environmental  impacts  associated  with  the  proposed  project  would  occur.  The  existing 
on-site  building  would  not  be  demolished,  and  the  rest  of  the  site  would  remain  vacant. 
The  project  sponsor  has  rejected  this  alternative  as  it  would  be  an  economic  underuse  of 
the  site. 
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Community-Design  Alternative 

This  alternative  was  designed  at  a  conceptual  level  by  MLTW/Turnbull  Associates, 
Architects  and  Planners,  and  is  supported  by  the  Nob  Hill  Neighbors  and  the  Nob  Hill 
Association.  The  Community-Design  Alternative  would  be  about  40  ft.  high  (from 
Sacramento  St.),  and  would  be  set  back  about  64  ft.  from  Sacramento  St.;  a  raised 
courtyard  (about  5  ft.  above  the  Sacramento  St.  level)  would  front  on  Sacramento  St. 
There  would  be  two  rows  of  units  facing  Sacramento  St.  with  a  30  ft.  deep  open  space 
between  the  rows  and  a  rearyard  setback  of  about  15  ft.  behind  the  northernmost  row  of 
units.  This  alternative  would  include  33  units;  a  portion  of  the  building  would  occupy 
Lot  44.  This  alternative  would  also  include  units  on  Lots  2  and  4  (between  Ewer  Place  and 
Malvina  Place);  these  lots  are  not  currently  a  part  of  the  project  site.  Residential  units 
would  cover  approximately  48%  of  the  24,000  sq.  ft.  site  area;  the  subsurface  parking 
garage  would  cover  100%  of  the  area. 

A  total  of  121  parking  spaces  would  be  proposed  with  this  alternative,  with  extra  spaces 
being  sold  or  rented  to  area  residents.  The  proposed  parking  for  this  alternative  would 
exceed  (by  145%)  the  maximum  number  of  parking  spaces  of  49  allowed  by  the  City 
Planning  Code  for  this  alternative  (1.5  permitted  spaces  per  unit);  thus  Conditional  Use 
authorization  by  the  City  Planning  Commission  would  be  required. 

This  alternative  would  block  public  views  of  Coit  Tower,  Telegraph  Hill  and  the  Bay  from 
Huntington  Park,  as  would  the  proposed  project.  The  reduced  height  of  this  alternative 
and  the  setback  from  Sacramento  St.  would  mean  that  fewer  residential  units  in  the  Nob 
Hill  Condominium  building  and  the  Park  Lane  Apartment  building  would  have  their  private 
views  blocked  or  diminished.  At  a  maximum  height  of  about  40  ft.  (versus  160  ft.  for  the 
proposed  project),  this  alternative  would  reduce  the  length  of  the  project's  shadow  trace 
by  about  75  %.  This  would  result  in  less  new  shadow  on  roofs,  backyards  and  streets. 

If  the  alternative  included  only  the  permitted  number  of  parking  spaces,  traffic  would  be 
less  than  with  the  proposed  project;  on  the  basis  of  the  worst-case  traffic  method,  this 
alternative  would  generate  about  200  vte  per  day,  of  which  about  20  would  occur  during 
the  peak-hour.  Traffic-related  air-quality  and  noise  impacts  would  be  reduced 
proportionately  (by  about  55%).  However,  with  121  parking  spaces  (14  more  than  with  the 
proposed  project)  this  alternative  would  result  in  greater  worst-case  traffic  impacts  than 
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the  proposed  project.  Traffic-related  air-quality  and  noise  would  be  proportionately 
greater  (by  about  13%). 

The  project  sponsor  does  not  wish  to  build  on  Lot  44,  or  on  Lots  2  and  4,  which  are  not 
part  of  the  project  site,  and  also  maintains  that  this  alternative  would  not  be 
economically  viable  (with  fewer  than  half  the  number  of  marketable  units  of  the  proposed 
project).  Therefore,  the  sponsor  has  rejected  this  alternative. 

Reduced-Height  Alternative 

The  Reduced-Height  Alternative  would  be  similar  to  the  proposed  project,  but  24  ft. 
shorter.  It  would  be  set  back  (as  is  the  proposed  project)  at  the  fifth  leveL  This 
alternative  would  be  approximately  the  same  height  as  the  adjacent  136-ft.-tall  Park  Lane 
Apartments  and  would  consist  of  59  units  with  88  parking  spaces.  Access  to  this 
alternative,  both  vehicular  and  pedestrian,  would  be,  as  for  the  proposed  project,  from 
Sproule  Lane  and  Ewer  Place. 

Public  view  blockage  from  Huntington  Park  would  be  the  same  as  for  the  proposed 
project.  Views  of  the  Bay,  East  Bay  Hills,  Telegraph  Hill  and  Coit  Tower  would  be 
blocked.  Fewer  residential  units  adjacent  to  the  site  (essentially  two  floors  of  the  Nob 
Hill  Condominium  building)  would  have  their  private  views  blocked  by  this  alternative 
than  with  the  proposed  project.  This  alternative  would  (as  would  the  proposed  project) 
complete  the  enclosure  of  Huntington  Park,  creating  a  building  "wall"  effect.  Shadow 
impacts  of  this  alternative,  because  of  its  reduced  height  (24  ft.  shorter)  would  be 
proportionately  less  (about  a  15  %  reduction  in  the  length  of  the  shadow  trace)  than  for  the 
proposed  project. 

Worst-case  traffic  resulting  from  this  alternative  would  be  less  than  for  the  proposed 
project.  On  the  basis  of  the  worst-case  traffic  model,  this  alternative  would  generate 
about  355  vte  per  day,  with  about  35  vte  during  the  peak-hour.  Traffic-related  air-quality 
and  noise  impacts  would  be  reduced  proportionately  (by  about  20%).  The  energy  demand 
of  this  alternative  would  also  be  proportionately  less  (by  about  15  %)  than  for  the  proposed 
project.  Fire  Department  requirements  for  this  alternative  would  be  similar  to  those  for 
the  proposed  project.  This  alternative  was  rejected  by  the  project  sponsor  because  it 
would  provide  a  poorer  visual  transition  between  the  Nob  Hill  Condominiums  and  the  Park 
Lane  Apartments,  would  be  an  economic  underuse  of  the  site  and  would  not  provide 
sufficient  return  on  investment. 
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65-ft.  Alternative 

This  alternative  was  developed  in  response  to  tiie  proposed  Nob  Hill  zoning 
reclassification,  initiated  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  on  August  20,  1984.  The  proposed 
reclassification  would  replace  portions  of  an  existing  160-A  height  and  bulk  district  with  a 
65-A  height  and  bulk  district,  reducing  the  maximum  allowable  building  height  to  65  ft., 
rather  than  the  160  ft.  currently  permitted. 

The  65-ft.  Alternative  would  consist  of  a  seven-story  tower  (65-ft.-tall),  with  71  units  and 
107  parking  spaces,  as  well  as  a  four-story  townhouse  (the  same  as  in  the  proposed 
project). 

Access  to  this  alternative,  both  vehicular  and  pedestrian,  would  be,  as  for  the  proposed 
project,  from  Sproule  Lane  and  Ewer  Place. 

This  alternative  would  block  public  views  of  Coit  Tower,  Telegraph  Hill  and  San  Francisco 
Bay  from  Huntington  Park,  as  would  the  proposed  project.  The  reduced  height  of  this 
alternative  would  mean  that  fewer  residential  units  in  the  Nob  Hill  Condominium  building 
would  have  their  private  views  blocked  or  diminished.  As  with  the  proposed  project,  this 
alternative  would  complete  the  enclosure  of  Huntington  Park,  and  would  contribute  to  the 
building  "wall"  effect  as  viewed  from  ground  level  along  Sacramento  Street  (although  not 
to  the  same  extent  as  the  proposed  project).  This  alternative  would  contrast  with  the 
taller  Nob  Hill  Condominiums  (220  ft.)  and  the  Park  Lane  Apartments  (136  ft.). 

This  alternative  would  result  in  a  shadow  trace  approximately  60%  less  than  with  the 
proposed  project.  This  would  result  in  less  new  shadow  on  roofs,  backyards  and  streets. 

With  107  parking  spaces,  this  alternative  would  generate  the  same  amount  of  traffic  as 
the  proposed  project;  traffic-related  air-quality  and  noise  impacts  would  also  be  the 
same.  The  on-site  energy  demand  of  this  alternative  would  be  about  60  %  less  than  for  the 
proposed  project.  Fire  Department  requirements  for  this  alternative  would  be  similar  to 
those  for  the  proposed  project. 

The  project  sponsor  believes  that  this  alternative  would  provide  a  poorer  visual  transition 
between  the  Nob  Hill  Condominiums  and  the  Park  Lane  Apartments  than  the  proposed 
project.  The  project  sponsor  considers  that  this  alternative  would  be  an  econoinic 
underuse  of  the  site,  and  would  not  provide  sufficient  return  on  investment. 
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II.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION 


A.  PROJECT  SPONSOR'S  OBJECTIVES 

The  proposed  project  is  sponsored  by  Summa  Resources,  Inc.,  whose  objective  is  to  meet  a 
perceived  need  for  high  quality  housing  in  San  Francisco  and  to  obtain  a  return  on  invested 
capital.  The  project  is  designed  by  Kaplan/?,lcLaughlin/Diaz,  Architects. 

B.  LOCATION  OF  THE  PROPOSED  PROJECT 

The  project  site  is  located  on  Nob  Hill  in  San  Francisco  on  a  roughly  rectangular  parcel 
fronting  on  a  relatively  level  block  of  Sacramento  St.  at  Sproule  Lane,  opposite  the 
Pacific  Union  Club  (see  Figure  1,  p.  20). 

The  16,824-sq.  ft.  project  site  is  on  Nob  Hill  in  Assessor's  Block  222,  and  consists  of 
Lots  10,  11,  33,  34,  44  and  45.  All  of  the  lots  are  vacant  except  Lot  10,  which  contains  a 
three-story  single-family  townhouse  (1130  Sacramento).  The  site  fronts  on  Sacramento 
St.  and  Sproule  Lane  between  Taylor  and  Mason  Sts.  The  site  is  west  of  the  136-ft.-high 
Park  Lane  Apartments  at  1 100  Sacramento  St.,  and  east  of  the  220-ft.-high  Nob  Hill 
Condominiums  at  1 170  Sacramento  St.  The  site  is  bounded  by  frame  dwellings  and 
apartments  on  Sproule  Lane  and  Malvina  Place  to  the  north  and  east.  The  site  faces  the 
Pacific  Union  Club  across  Sacramento  St.  and  is  diagonally  across  Sacramento  St.  from 
Huntington  Park,  a  public  open  space.  There  is  a  vacant  parcel  of  land  between  Ewer 
Place  and  iMalvina  Place  which  abuts  a  portion  of  the  eastern  property  line  of  the  project 
site.  Five  of  the  six  lots  on  the  project  site  are  in  an  RM-4  (Mixed  Residential,  High 
Density)  zoning  district  and  a  160-A  height  and  bulk  district;  the  northernmost  lot  (Lot  44) 
is  in  an  RM-3  (Mixed  Residential,  Medium  Density)  zoning  district  and  a  65-A  height  and 
bulk  district. 

C.  PROJECT  CHARACTERISTICS 

The  proposed  project  would  be  the  construction  of  two  condominium  buildings,  a  17-story 
tower  and  a  four-story  townhouse  (see  Figures  2-5,  pp.  21  to  24). 
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II.  Project  Description 


The  proposed  17-story  tower  would  contain  about  148,200  gross  sq.  ft.  and  would  be 
160  ft.  high,  in  compliance  with  the  160-A  height  and  bulk  district  in  which  it  is  located. 
(See  Table  1,  Project  Characteristics,  p.  16.)  It  would  contain  one  penthouse  unit 
(6,500  sq.  ft.;  approximate  selling  price  $2.6  million  in  1984  dollars),  58  two-bedroom  units 
(average  size  1,900  sq.  ft.;  approximate  selling  price  $760,000),  and  ten  one-bedroom 
apartment  units  (average  size  900  sq.  ft.;  approximate  selling  price  $360,000).  The 
townhouse  would  provide  two  3,500  sq.  ft.  three-bedroom  units  (approximate  selling  price 
$1.4  million  each).  (See  Figures  6  and  7,  pp.  25  and  26;  Ground  Floor  Plan  and  Typical 
Upper  Level  Floor  Plan.)  The  facades  of  both  buildings  would  be  clad  in  tempered  glass 
and  reinforced  concrete  with  granite  veneer.  The  residential  tower  would  comprise  a 
three-part  vertical  facade  with  regularly  spaced  window  openings;  the  central  portion  of 
the  facade  would  feature  bay  windows.  The  townhouse  structure  would  essentially  repeat 
the  strong  vertical  lines  of  the  tower.  A  16-ft.-high  mechanical  penthouse  would  be 
located  on  the  roof  of  the  residential  tower;  it  would  be  set  back  from  all  edges  of  the 
building  (see  Figure  8,  p.  27). 

The  project  would  contain  a  total  of  71  units,  all  of  which  would  be  on  the  RM-4  portion 
of  the  site.  The  project  would  comply  with  all  of  the  provisions  of  the  City  Planning 
Code.  The  17-story  tower,  fronting  on  Sacramento  St.,  would  comply  with  the  160-foot 
height  limit  in  the  160-A  Height  and  Bulk  District  in  which  it  is  situated.  The  mechanical 
equipment  would  be  16  feet  tall  at  its  highest  point  above  the  rooftop  deck,  for  a  total 
building  height  of  176  ft.  (mechanical  equipment  is  permitted  to  exceed  the  height  limit 
as  stated  in  Section  260(b)  3  of  the  City  Planning  Code).  Conditional  Use  authorization  by 
the  City  Planning  Commission  is  required  for  any  project  more  than  40  feet  in  height  in  a 
residential  district  (see  Land  Use,  Section  III.  A.,  p.  31). 

The  RM-3  portion  of  the  property  would  contain  a  15-foot  rear  yard  on  natural  grade 
(1,125  sq.  ft.),  and  a  landscaped  deck  (providing  2,670  sq.  ft.  of  open  space),  which  would 
extend  about  35  feet  north  of  the  tower,  over  the  enclosed  parking  levels.  Additional 
open  space  would  be  provided  on  the  roof.  The  project  would  comply  with  the  City 
Planning  Code  open  space  requirement  of  3,312-sq.  ft.  for  the  project;  a  total  of  4,590  sq. 
ft.  of  deck  space  is  proposed. 

The  ground  floor  of  the  tower  would  contain  a  reception  and  lobby  area  and  four 
apartments,  one  of  which  would  be  for  the  building  manager.  At  the  fifth  level,  the  tower 
would  be  set  back  25  ft.  from  the  property  line  on  Sacramento  St.;  the  fifth-level  setback 
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II.  Project  Description 


TABLE  1:  PROJECT  CHARACTERISTICS 


NUMBER  OF  STORIES  AND  UNITS 


Residential  Tower 
Townhouse 


Stories  Units 


17 
4 


PROPOSED  FLOOR  AREA 


69 
2 


HEIGHT  AND  BULK  MEASUREMENTS 

 OF  TOWER  

Proposed  Permitted" 


Height 
Length 
Diagonal 


160 
110  * 
125  * 


above  height  of  40  ft. 


160 
110  * 
125  * 


Residential  Tower 
69  Units 

Lobby,  Stairs,  Elevator,  etc. 
Mechanical  Penthouse 

TOTAL 

Pool 

Open  Space  (Decks) 
PARKING 


Gross  Building 
Area  (Sq.  Ft.) 


125,292 
21,480 
1,428 


148,200 

888 
3,517 


Townhouse 


Gross  Building 
Area  (Sq.  Ft.) 


2  Units  6,756 

Lobby,  Stairs,  Elevator  121 

Mechanical  Penthouse  367 

TOTAL  8,205 

Open  Space  (Decks)  1,076 


Level  1 
Level  2 
Level  3 


11,600 
11,600 
14,400 


TOTAL 
UNIT  DENSITY 


37,600  =  107  stalls 


Zoning  District 


RM-4 
RM-3 


Portion  in 
Zoning  District 

12,984  sq.  ft. 
3,840 


Total  number  of  units  permitted:  73 
Total  number  of  units  proposed:  71 


Allowed  Density 


1:200 
1:400 


Permitted 
Number  of  Units 

64.9 
9.6 


SOURCE:  Kaplan/McLaughlin/Diaz  and  ESA 
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II.  Project  Description 


area  woald  contain  an  open  terrace  and  swimming  pool  for  use  by  the  building  residents. 
The  tower  roof  would  be  landscaped  and  would  serve  as  a  garden  for  the  penthouse  (see 
Figure  8,  p.  27,  Tower  Roof  Plan).  Street  trees  are  proposed  along  Sproule  Lane  and 
Sacramento  St. 

The  main  pedestrian  access  would  be  from  Sacramento  St.;  there  would  also  be  a 
pedestrian  entrance  on  Sproule  Lane.  There  would  be  a  motor  court  for  passenger 
drop-off  and  van  loading/delivery  in  the  front  of  the  building  (Sacramento  St.);  access  to 
parking  levels  would  be  from  Sproule  Lane  and  Ewer  Place. 

The  project  would  contain  three  levels  of  below-grade  parking,  with  a  total  of  107  parking 
spaces.  The  City  Planning  Code  requires  a  minimum  of  one  parking  space  per  unit, 
71  spaces,  and  permits  a  maximum  of  1,5  spaces  per  unit,  107  spaces  (Sections  151  and 
204.5(c)).  The  project  would  provide  78  independently  accessible  parking  spaces,  and 
29  tandem  parking  spaces.  The  first  two  (lowermost)  levels  (containing  72  spaces)  would 
be  accessible  from  two  entrances  on  Sproule  Lane;  the  third  level  (containing  35  spaces) 
would  be  accessible  from  Ewer  Place  (see  Figures  9  to  11,  pp.  28  to  30:  Parking  Levels 
One,  Two  and  Three).  The  use  of  Ewer  Place  for  access  to  parking  would  be  dependent 
upon  issuance  of  an  encroachment  permit  by  the  Department  of  Public  Works. 

An  internal  loading  dock  and  garbage  handling  facilities  would  be  accessible  from  Ewer 
Place  (see  Figure  11,  p.  30).  Garbage  trucks  would  back  down  Ewer  Place  and  into  the 
building  to  load  the  trash;  pickup  would  occur  approximately  three  times  a  week  between 
7u30  a.m.  and  8:00  a.m.  During  garbage  pick-up,  the  Ewer  Place  entrance/exit  would  be 
temporarily  blocked  to  other  vehicles. 

Emergency  vehicles  could  use  the  entrances  on  Sacramento  St.,  Sproule  Lane  or  Ewer 
Place  to  gain  access  to  the  project. 

The  project  as  proposed  would  not  comply  with  the  proposed  Nob  Hill  zoning 
reclassification  which  would  replace  the  existing  160-A  height  and  bulk  district  with  a 
65-A  height  and  bulk  district  (see  Chapter  III. A.,  Land  Use,  p.  31).  An  alternative  which 
would  comply  with  the  proposed  rezoning  is  included  in  this  report;  see  p.  104. 
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II.  Project  Description 
Px^OJECT  SCHEDULE,  COST  AND  APPROVAL  REQUIREMENTS 


Following  public  review  and  a  public  hearing  on  this  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report 
(Draft  EIR)  before  the  City  Planning  Commission,  responses  to  all  written  and  oral 
comments  will  be  prepared.  The  Draft  EIR  will  be  amended  as  appropriate  and  presented 
to  tne  Commission.  Once  the  EIR  has  been  amended  to  its  satisfaction,  the  Commission 
will  certify  the  EIR  as  being  adequate,  accurate,  and  objective  as  specified  by  the 
California  Environmental  Quality  Act  (CEQA).  Certification  of  the  EIR  is  the  first  step 
in  processing  the  proposed  project. 

Conditional  Use  (CU)  authorization  for  the  project  is  required  because  the  project  site  is 
in  a  residential  district  and  the  height  of  the  project  would  be  greater  than  40  ft.  (Any 
building  over  40  ft.  high  in  a  residential  district  requires  Conditional  Use  authorization.) 
As  part  of  the  Conditional  Use  process,  there  would  be  a  public  hearing  before  the  City 
Planning  Commission;  often  this  hearing  is  held  on  the  same  day  as  EIR  certification.  The 
Commission  may  approve  the  application  and  authorize  a  Conditional  Use  if  "...  the 
proposed  use  or  feature  at  the  size  and  density  contemplated  and  at  the  proposed  location, 
will  provide  a  development  that  is  necessary  or  desirable  for,  and  compatible  with,  the 
neighborhood  or  the  community..."  (Section  303(c)  of  the  City  Planning  Code).  On  the 
basis  of  the  findings  in  the  Final  EIR  and  testimony  at  the  public  hearing  on  the 
Conditional  Use  application,  the  City  Planning  Commission  would  approve  or  disapprove 
the  Conditional  Use  authorization. 

If  Conditional  Use  authorization  were  granted  by  the  City  Planning  Commission,  the 
project  sponsor  would  apply  for  a  demolition  permit  for  the  existing  building  on  Lot  10, 
followed  by  application  for  a  building  permit,  and  for  permits  administratively  reviewed 
for  compliance  with  fire,  electrical,  building,  and  other  pertinent  codes,  and  with 
conditions  established  by  the  City  Planning  Commission,  as  part  of  the  Conditional  Use 
authorization.  (The  site  permit  application  for  the  project.  No.  8311259S,  was  filed  on 
November  3,  1983.) 

An  encroachment  permit  from  the  Department  of  Public  Works  would  be  necessary  in 
order  to  allow  the  repaving  of  Ewer  Place.  This  would  include  providing  proper  drainage 
and  junctures  with  adjoining  properties,  and  maintaining  the  alley,  including  carrying 
liability  insurance.  No  sidewalks  would  be  required  by  the  encroachment  permit,  provided 
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II.  Project  Description 


that  residential  type  curb  depressions  would  be  used  at  the  ?vlason  St.  intersections  rather 
than  radius  type  curb  returns,  and  that  Ewer  Place  would  be  paved  with  a  pedestrian 
landscape  terrace  type  of  material. 

The  sponsor  has  a  50-year  leasehold  agreement  on  Lot  44  and  owns  all  the  other  lots  on 
the  project  site. 

It  is  anticipated  that  project  construction  would  start  approximately  six  months  after 
permit  approvals;  initial  occupancy  would  begin  18  months  after  that.  Project 
construction  cost  is  estimated  to  be  about  $12  million,  in  1983  dollars. 
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FIGURE  6  -i;^ 

GROUND  FLOOR  PLAN  ? 

I  \  

SOURCE:  Kaplan/McLaughlin/Diaz  FEET 
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FIGURE   7  -i;;^ 

TYPICAL  UPPER  LEVEL  FLOOR  PLAN  0 

I  L_ 

SOURCE:  Kaplan/McLaughlin/Diaz  FEET 
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FIGURE  8 

TOWER  ROOF  PLAN 

SOURCE:  Kaplan/McLaughlin/Diaz 
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FIGURE  9 

PARKING  LEVEL  ONE 

SOURCE:  Kaplan/McLaughlin/Diaz 


FEET 
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FIGURE  10 

PARKING  LEVEL  TWO 

SOURCE:  Kaplan/McLaughlin/Diaz 


SO 


FFET 
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FIGURE  11  <^ 
PARKING  LEVEL  THREE  o  

SOURCE:  Kaplan/McLaughlin/Diaz  FEET 
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III.  Environmental  Setting 


III.  EN  VIRONMENTAL  SETTING 


A.    LAND  USE  AND  ZONING 

The  site  is  in  an  area  of  the  City  that  has  a  unique  combination  of  quasi-public  and  private 
uses,  and  a  special  identity,  known  beyond  its  immediate  environs.  The  top  of  Nob  Hill,  of 
which  the  site  is  a  part,  has  four  hotels  which  attract  visitors  to  their  restaurants,  supper 
clubs,  bars,  boutiques,  and  convention  facilities,  as  well  as  overnight  rooms  and  suites. 
The  3,000-seat  Masonic  Auditorium  on  California  St.,  one  block  southwest  of  the  site,  is 
used  for  major  public  concerts,  recitals,  and  conventions,  and  for  lodge  meetings.  The 
gothic  Grace  Cathedral,  one-half  block  west  of  the  site,  is  the  diocesan  seat  of  the 
Episcopal  Church  in  California.  The  brownstone  Pacific  Union  Club,  opposite  the  site,  is 
a  membership  club  with  dining  and  residential  facilities.  With  these  uses  imparting  a 
special  character  to  Nob  Hill  in  scale,  design,  and  type  of  use,  the  project  area  (especially 
north,  east  and  west  of  the  site)  is,  nonetheless,  primarily  residential  (see  Figure  12, 
p.  32).  Residential  uses  occur  in  medium-  and  high-rise  apartment  and  condominium 
buildings  on  top  of  the  hill  (around  the  project  site)  and  in  two-  to  four-story  frame 
buildings  on  the  slopes  north  of  the  project  site.  Adjacent  to  the  project  site  are  the 
71-unit,  20-story,  220-ft.-high  Nob  Hill  Condominium  building  on  the  west  side  of 
Sproule  Lane  at  1170  Sacramento  St.  and  the  33-unit,  11-story,  136-ft.-high  Park  Lane 
Apartment  building  east  of  the  project  site  at  1 100  Sacramento  St.  The  land  between 
Malvina  Place  and  Ewer  Place  east  of  the  project  site,  and  north  of  the  Park  Lane 
Apartments,  is  currently  vacant. 

Other  developments  proposed  in  the  project  vicinity  include:  1300  Sacramento  St.,  where 
24  condominium  units  are  proposed;  1400  Jones  St.,  where  18  units  are  proposed; 
1208-1212  Jones  St.,  where  12  units  are  proposed;  and,  897  California,  where  24  units  are 
proposed.  (See  Appendix  D,  Table  D-2,  p.A-35.) 

The  project  site  is  to  the  immediate  north  of  the  Nob  Hill  Special  Use  District,  where 
hotels  and  inns  are  permitted  Conditional  Uses  (Section  238  of  the  City  Planning  Code). 
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III.  Environmental  Setting 


The  project  site  is  in  two  zoning  (use)  districts  (see  Figure  14,  p.  34).  Tiie  Sacramento  St. 
frontage,  Lots  10  and  11,  and  Lots  33,  34,  and  45  are  in  an  RM-4  (Mixed  Residential,  High 
Density)  district;  Lot  44  on  Sproule  Lane  is  in  an  R?*I-3  (Mixed  Residential,  Medium 
Density)  district.  RM-4  districts,  according  to  Section  206.2  of  the  Planning  Code,  "are 
devoted  almost  exclusively  to  apartment  buildings  of  high  density."  A  density  ratio  of  one 
dwelling  unit  for  each  200  square  feet  of  lot  area  is  permitted  in  an  RM-4  district,  thus 
allowing  up  to  64  units  in  the  project  site  lots  within  this  district.  RM-3  districts, 
according  to  the  Code,  "have  some  smaller  structures,  but  are  predominantly  devoted  to 
apartment  buildings  of  six,  eight,  ten  or  more  units."  A  density  ratio  of  one  dwelling  unit 
for  each  400  sq.  ft.  of  lot  area  is  permitted  in  an  RM-3  district,  thus  allowing  up  to  9  units 
on  the  project  lots  within  this  district.  The  total  number  of  units  permitted  on  the  site  is 
thus  73.  The  project  site  is  exempt  from  Floor  Area  Ratio  (FAR)  limits,  in  accordance 
with  Section  124(b)  of  the  City  Planning  Code;  since  FAR's  do  not  apply  to  residential 
uses/ districts  (the  form  of  buildings  in  residential  districts  is  determined  by  limits  on  unit 
density,  height  and  bulk,  and  on  open  space  requirements).  The  basic  rear  yard 
requirement  in  each  district  is  25  %  of  the  total  depth  of  the  lot,  but  in  no  case  less  than 
15  ft. 

The  portion  of  the  site  in  the  RM-4  district  is  in  a  160-A  height  and  bulk  district  (see 
Figure  13,  p.  34).  Building  height  is  restricted  to  160  ft.;  above  a  height  of  40  ft.  the 
maximum  permitted  bulk  measurements  are  110  ft.  in  length  and  125  ft.  diagonally.  The 
portion  of  the  site  in  the  RM-3  district  is  in  a  65-A  height  and  bulk  district.  In  this 
District,  building  height  is  restricted  to  65  ft.;  the  maximum  permitted  bulk 
measurements  are  the  same  as  in  the  RM-4  district.  A  minimum  parking  ratio  of  one 
space  per  dwelling  unit  is  required  and  a  maximum  of  1.5  spaces  per  dwelling  unit  is 
allowed  (Section  204.5(c)  of  the  City  Planning  Code).  One  off-street  loading  space  would 
be  required  for  the  project. 

Two  lots  on  the  project  site  (lots  33  and  34)  were  identified  as  "housing  opportunity  sites" 
in  the  San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning  publication  "Housing  Opportunity  Sites, 
An  Inventory  of  Land  Suitable  for  Residential  Use"  (December,  1979).  The  report  contains 
an  inventory  of  sites  in  the  City  on  which  new  housing  construction  is  permitted  and 
encouraged.  These  "housing  opportunity  sites"  fall  into  four  categories:  residentially 
zoned  vacant  land  (most  of  the  project  site);  nonconforming  use  sites  in  residential 
districts;  vacant  or  underutilized  sites  in  commercial  or  industrial  districts;  and  publicly 
owned  property. 
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FIGURE  13 

HEIGHT  AND  BULK  DISTRICTS  M  THE  PROJECT  VICINITY 

SOURCE:  ESA  and  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
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FIGURE  14 

USE  DISTRICTS  IN  THE  PROJECT  VICINITY 

SOURCE:  ESA  and  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
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On  August  20,  1984,  the  Board  of  Supervisors  initiated  the  proposed  Nob  Hill  zoning 
reclassification,  which  would  replace  portions  of  an  existing  160-A  height  and  bulk  district 
with  a  65-A  height  and  bulk  district.  This  would  reduce  the  maximum  allowable  building 
height  to  65  ft.,  rather  than  the  160  ft.  currently  permitted.  At  the  same  time,  the  Board 
adopted  interim  controls  for  the  affected  portion  of  Nob  Hill  for  a  period  of  18  months,  to 
allow  time  for  the  Department  to  study  the  proposed  reclassification. 

Previous  building  plans  for  the  site  are  discussed  in  Appendix  B,  p.A-24. 

B.     URBAN  DESIGN,  VISUAL  QUALITY,  AND  AxHCHITECTURAL  RESOURCES 
Urban  Design  and  Visual  Quality 

Because  the  project  site  is  located  near  the  crest  of  San  Francisco's  Nob  Hill,  it  is  visible 
from  long-  and  short-range  viewpoints.  Directly  accessible  from  the  Downtown  by  the 
California  St.  cable  car  line,  a  National  Historic  Landmark,  Nob  Hill  is  known  for  its 
hotels,  such  as  the  Fairmont,  Mark  Hopkins,  Stanford  Court  and  Huntington,  and  other 
important  buildings,  such  as  Grace  Cathedral  and  the  Pacific  Union  Club,  all  in  the 
immediate  vicinity  of  the  centrally  located  Huntington  Park.  This  general  area  is 
characterized  by  these  and  other  buildings  ranging  in  height  from  three  to  twenty  or  more 
stories.  Although  the  crest  of  Nob  Hill  is  located  along  Jones  St.,  almost  two  blocks  west 
of  the  project  site,  the  project  area  is  often  referred  to  as  the  top  of  Nob  Hill  because  of 
the  visually  prominent  arrangement  of  major  buildings  around  the  Huntington  Park  open 
space.  The  top  of  Nob  Hill  area  is  centered  around  the  Pacific  Union  Club  and  Huntington 
Park,  which  are  located  directly  south  and  southwest  of  the  project  site,  respectively, 
across  Sacramento  St.  Grace  Cathedral  and  the  adjoining  Diocesan  House  at  1051  Taylor 
St.  are  located  to  the  west  and  across  Taylor  St.  from  Huntington  Park. 

The  southern  and  eastern  frontages  of  the  Huntington  Park  /  Pacific  Union  Club  area  are 
occupied  primarily  by  large  hotels;  the  northern  frontage  along  Sacramento  St.  between 
Mason  and  Taylor  Sts.  features  three  large  apartment/condominium  structures,  as  well  as 
two  townhouses.  The  33-unit,  11-story  Park  Lane  Apartment  building  is  located  at  the 
intersection  of  Mason  and  Sacramento  Sts.,  east  of  the  project  site.  This  structure 
features  a  three-part  vertical  facade  with  wide  awnings,  slightly  inset  window  openings, 
and  a  richly  detailed  and  sculptured  roof  segment.  It  is  clad  in  light-coloured  brick.  Just 
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west  of  this  structure  is  the  three-story  1 130  Sacramento  St.  residence.  This 
English-style  townhouse,  built  in  1916,  is  located  on  the  project  site;  it  would  be 
demolished  as  part  of  the  proposed  project.  West  of  the  project  site,  across  Sproule 
Lane,  is  the  71-unit,  20-story  Nob  Hill  Condominium  building  at  1170  Sacramento  St.  This 
contemporary  structure  features  a  large  arcade  and  ground-level  setback  along 
Sproule  Lane,  which  provides  vehicle  access  and  egress  for  the  underground  parking 
garage.  West  of  this  structure  is  the  three-story  1 182  Sacramento  St.  building,  an 
English-style  townhouse  featuring  a  panelled  facade  and  bay  windows.  The  twelve-story 
1190  Sacramento  St.  apartment  building  is  located  at  the  northeast  corner  of  Sacramento 
and  Taylor  Sts. 

To  the  north  along  Sproule  Lane  from  the  project  site,  the  view  is  terminated  by  a  row  of 
four-story  Edwardian  houses  along  the  north  side  of  Clay  St.  The  Sproule  Lane 
streetscape  is  characterized  by  three-  to  four-story  Edwardian  and  Victorian-style 
buildings  on  both  sides  of  the  Sproule  Lane  /  Clay  St.  intersection,  but  also  includes  the 
arcade  and  building  tower  of  the  Nob  Hill  Condominiums  and  the  vacant  lot  and  fence  of 
the  project  site. 

To  the  south  along  Cushman  St.  from  the  project  site,  the  view  is  terminated  by  the 
six-story  1055  California  St.  building  and  the  twelve-story  Huntington  building  at 
1075  California  St.  The  Pacific  Union  Club  and  Huntington  Park  are  additional  prominent 
elements  along  this  view  corridor. 

The  view  from  the  project  site  toward  the  northeast  includes  Telegraph  Hill  and  Coit 
Tower,  the  Bay,  Angel  Island  and  Treasure  Island,  and  the  Berkeley  and  Oakland  Hills. 
Observers  in  the  eastern  three  quarters  of  Huntington  Park  (including  the  children's 
playground  and  the  area  around  the  fountain)  looking  toward  the  site  have  a  view  of  the 
upper  part  of  Telegraph  Hill,  Coit  Tower  and  parts  of  the  Bay  and  the  East  Bay  hills,  set 
against  the  foreground  of  low-rise  Victorian-style  and  Edwardian  buildings  (see  Figures  15 
to  17,  pp.  37  to  39). 

The  project  site  is  visible  from  points  along  Sproule  Lane  and  Sacramento  St.  as  well  as 
from  the  northern  and  western  parts  of  Huntington  Park.  Park  trees  currently  obscure  the 
view  of  the  project  site  from  the  steps  of  Grace  Cathedral  and  from  points  along 
California  St.  Rooms  on  the  upper  levels  of  the  Mark  Hopkins,  Huntington  and  Fairmont 
Hotels,  as  well  as  the  Park  Lane  Apartment  and  Nob  Hill  Condominium  buildings,  have 
views  of  the  project  site  (see  Figures  18  and  19,  pp.  40  and  41). 


FIGURE  16 

VIEW  FROM  MIDDLE  OF  HUNTINGTON  PARK 
LOOKING  NORTHEAST  (TOWARDS  PROJECT  SITE) 


SOURCE:ESA 
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FIGURE  17 

VIEW  FROM  SOUTHERN  END  OF 
HUNTINGTON  PARK  LOOKING  NORTHEAST 
(TOWARDS  PROJECT  SITE) 

SOURCEiHartmut  Gerdes,  Square  One  Film  and  Video 
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The  project  site  is  not  visible  from  other  viewpoints  in  San  Francisco  because  of  its 
location  near  the  top  of  Nob  Hill. 

The  vacant  site  is  so  situated  in  relation  to  other  buildings  that  it  serves  as  a  view 
corridor.  Any  building  one  story  or  more  covering  the  same  portion  of  the  site  as  the 
project  would  block  some  views  from  neighboring  structures,  streets,  or  public  open  space. 

Huntington  Park,  although  surrounded  by  large  buildings  such  as  the  Fairmont  and 
Huntington  Hotels  to  the  east  and  south,  respectively,  currently  features  a  more  "open" 
view  towards  the  north,  between  the  Nob  Hill  Condominiums  and  the  Park  Lane 
Apartments,  which  allows  for  some  panoramic  Bay  views  and  a  view  of  low-scale 
development  north  of  the  project  site. 


The  Urban  Design  Element  of  the  San  Francisco  Comprehensive  Plan,  under  its  guidelines 
for  major  new  development,  states  that  "tall,  slender  buildings  near  the  crown  of  [a]  hill 
emphasize  the  form  of  the  hill  and  preserve  views."  It  also  cautions  that  "extremely 
massive  buildings  on  or  near  hills  can  overwhelm  the  natural  land  forms,  block  views,  and 
generally  disrupt  the  character  of  the  city." 

Architectural  Resources 

Between  1974  and  1976  the  Department  of  City  Planning  (DCP)  conducted  a  citywide 
inventory  of  architecturally  significant  buildings./!/  Each  building  was  given  a  numerical 
rating  that  corresponded  to  its  architectural  significance.  This  rating  included 
consideration  of  its  urban  design  context  and  overall  environmental  significance.  The 
buildings  were  also  given  a  separate  classification  based  on  their  architectural  style.  The 
architectural  survey  resulted  in  a  ranking  of  10,000  or  approximately  ten  percent  of  San 
Francisco's  buildings,  ranging  from  a  low  of  "0"  to  a  high  of  "5".  In  the  estimation  of  the 
inventory  participants,  buildings  rated  "3"  or  higher  represent  approximately  the  best  two 
percent  of  the  City's  architecture.  (For  a  detailed  discussion  of  the  methodology  of  this 
survey,  see  Appendix  C,  p.  A-25.)  There  are  a  number  of  rated  buildings  in  the  project 
vicinity  (see  Figure  20,  p.  43). 

Grace  Cathedral  and  the  Pacific  Union  Club  are  the  most  highly  rated  buildings  in  the 
area;  each  received  a  rating  of  "5".  The  Pacific  Union  Club  is  also  included  in  the 
National  Register  of  Historic  Places.  The  Fairmont  Hotel  and  the  Moreland  Apartments 
at  1001  California  St.  (at  Mason)  are  rated  "4";  the  Diocesan  House  at  1051  Taylor  St.,  and 
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tiie  on-site  townhouse  at  1130  Sacramento  St.  are  rated  "3".  The  Mark  Hopkins  Hotel,  the 
Brocklebank  Apartments  at  1000  Mason  St.,  and  the  Cathedral  Apartments  at 
1201  California  St.,  are  rated  "1".  In  addition,  many  of  the  two-  to  four-story  frame 
buildings  on  Taylor  St.  and  Clay  St.  in  the  project  block  were  rated  in  a  range  of  "0"  to  "3". 

The  Foundation  for  San  Francisco's  Architectural  Heritage  (Heritage)  mentions  all  of  the 
above  buildings  in  its  survey,  "Splendid  Survivors"./2/  However,  it  did  not  rate  them 
because  Nob  Hill  was  outside  its  detailed  survey  area.  In  addition,  the  Heritage  survey 
noted,  but  did  not  rate,  buildings  at  1001,  1055,  and  1075  California  St.,  the  Masonic 
Auditorium,  and  the  Park  Lane  Apartments. 

Within  one  block  of  the  project  site  are  located  two  City  Landmark  structures.  The  Old 
Flood  Mansion  (now  Pacific  Union  Club)  is  designated  Landmark  Number  64  (effective 
August  2,  1974)  at  1000  California  St.  Grace  Cathedral,  located  on  the  block  bounded  by 
California,  Taylor,  Sacramento  and  Jones  Sts.,  is  designated  Landmark  Number  170 
(effective  August  5,  1984). 

NOTES  -  Urban  Design,  Visual  Quality,  and  Architectural  Resources 

/I/  San  Francisco  City  Planning  City  Planning  Commission  Resolution  No.  8600, 
May  29,  1980. 

Ill  Foundation  for  San  Francisco's  Architectural  Heritage,  Splendid  Survivors,  California 
Living  Press,  1976. 

C.  SHADOWS 

Light  and  shadow  patterns  in  the  project  vicinity  are  determined  by  existing  structures 
surrounding  the  project  site.  At  present,  portions  of  Sproule  Lane  and  of  Clay  St., 
between  Taylor  and  Mason  Sts.,  are  shaded  by  existing  buildings  during  the  early  morning 
hours  of  all  seasons  of  the  year.  These  streets  and  adjoining  residences  are  relatively  free 
of  shadows  from  mid  morning  to  late  morning  in  the  spring,  summer  and  fall  months. 
From  midday  to  mid-afternoon,  structures  in  the  project  vicinity  cast  shadows  along  Clay 
St.  in  the  spring,  fall,  and  winter  months,  and  along  Sproule  Lane  during  all  seasons  of  the 
year.  In  the  late  afternoon  hours,  existing  structures  near  the  site  shade  Sproule  Lane  and 
adjoining  residences  during  all  seasons  of  the  year.  Existing  shadow  patterns  are  shown  on 
the  shadow  diagrams  in  Section  IV.B.,  Shadows,  pp.  64  to  69. 
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D.    TRANSPORTATION,  CIRCULATION  AND  PARKING 
STREET  SYSTEM 

A  detailed  analysis  of  existing  traffic  conditions  is  contained  in  Section  IV.  C,  p.  70. 

The  street  network  surrounding  and  serving  tiie  project  site  includes  five  streets  and  two 
alleys  (see  Figure  1,  p.  20). 

Sacramento  St.  is  a  major  westbound  thoroughfare,  on  the  southerly  frontage  of  the  site. 
During  the  off-peak  hours,  Sacramento  St.  has  one  traffic  lane  and  parking  on  both  sides 
of  the  street.  During  the  evening  peak  hours  (4:00-6:00  p.m.),  tow-away  zones  are  in 
effect  on  both  sides  of  the  street;  two  westbound  traffic  lanes  and  a  bus  lane  are  in 
operation.  Although  Sacramento  St.  traverses  the  steep  eastern  slope  of  Nob  Hill,  it  is 
used  as  a  westbound  thoroughfare  from  the  downtown  area  to  the  western  parts  of  the 
City,  It  is  also  a  primary  access  route  to  Nob  Hill  from  Downtown,  and  from  the  freeway 
system  on  and  near  The  Embarcadero  (freeway  ramps  located  at  Clay/Davis  and 
Washington/Davis  Sts.). 

Clay  St.,  the  major  street  immediately  north  of  the  site,  runs  one-way  eastbound.  One 
traffic  lane  and  two  parking  lanes  are  available  all  day  (there  are  no  tow-away  lanes  in 
the  a.m.  or  p.m.  peak  hours).  Clay  St.  provides  access  from  Nob  Hill  to  Downtown  and 
the  freeway  system  on  and  near  the  Embarcadero. 

Sacramento,  Clay  and  California  Sts.  in  the  vicinity  of  the  project  site  have  been 
designated  as  Transit  Preferential  Streets  in  the  Transportation  Element  of  the  San 
Francisco  Master  Plan.  A  Transit  Preferential  Street  is  important  for  transit  operations 
where  interference  with  transit  vehicles  by  other  traffic  should  be  minimized. 

To  the  east  of  the  project  site  between  Sacramento  and  Clay  Sts.,  Mason  St.  is  normally 
one-way  northbound  with  two  traffic  lanes  and  perpendicular  parking  on  the  west  side  (it 
was  two-way  during  the  cable-car  reconstruction).  Between  California  and  Sacramento 
Sts.,  in  front  of  the  Fairmont  Hotel,  Mason  St.  operates  as  a  two-way  street  with  parking 
on  both  sides.  This  block  of  Mason  St.  is  usually  congested,  with  taxis  and  limousines 
double  parking.  A  steep  slope  to  the  south  of  California  St.,  where  Mason  St.  is  one-way 
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southbound,  precludes  Mason  St.  from  being  a  major  access  route  from  Nob  Hill  to  other 
sections  of  the  City. 

Taylor  St.,  one-half  block  to  the  west  of  the  project  site,  is  a  two-way  street  with  parallel 
parking  on  both  sides  of  the  street.  A  steep  slope  to  the  south  of  California  St.,  where 
Taylor  St.  is  one-way  northbound,  precludes  Taylor  St.  from  being  a  major  access  point  to 
Nob  Hill  from  areas  to  the  south.  Between  California  St.  and  Washington  St.,  Taylor  St.  is 
posted  as  a  part  of  the  49-.\lile  Scenic  Drive. 

California  St.  is  a  major  east-west  thoroughfare,  providing  access  to  and  over  Nob  Hill. 
California  St.  is  two-way  with  two  traffic  lanes,  parking  on  both  sides  and  a  set  of  cable 
car  tracks  in  the  median. 

Sproule  Lane  lies  in  the  project  block,  between  and  parallel  to  Mason  and  Taylor  Sts, 
connecting  Clay  and  Sacramento  Sts.  The  western  edge  of  the  proposed  site  fronts  on  this 
35-ft.-wide  (including  sidewalks)  street.  Sproule  Lane  is  one-way  southbound,  with 
parking  on  the  west  side,  and  serves  as  an  access  way  to  the  parking  garage  for  the  Nob 
Hill  Condominiums,  1170  Sacramento  St.,  on  the  west  side  of  Sproule  Lane. 

Ewer  Place  is  an  unpaved  alley,  about  17  ft.  wide,  running  easterly  from  the  project  site 
to  Mason  St.  Ewer  Place  is  not  currently  used  for  vehicle  traffic;  it  is  usually  used 
(illegally)  as  a  parking  area. 

TRANSIT 

The  project  area  is  served  by  about  ten  Muni  bus  and  cable  car  lines  within  a  1/4  mile 
radius  of  the  project  site  (see  Figure  21,  p.  47).  However,  the  topography  of  the  area  near 
the  project  would  discourage  use  of  all  but  the  following  lines. 

The  Muni  l-California  trolley  bus  line  on  Sacramento  and  Clay  Sts.  and  the  C-California 
cable  car  line  provide  direct  access  between  the  site  and  the  Financial  District,  to  the 
east  of  the  site.  The  closest  eastbound  1-California  bus  stop  is  on  Clay  St.  at  Mason  St., 
within  a  block  of  the  project  site.  The  closest  westbound  stop  is  on  Sacramento  St.  at 
Sproule  Lane  at  the  southwest  corner  of  the  project  site.  The  C-California  cable  car  line 
is  one  block  south  of  the  project  site  with  a  stop  on  California  St.  at  Mason  St. 
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The  PH-Powell  <5c  Hyde  and  PM-PoweU  <5c  Mason  cable  car  lines  (splitting  to  the  north  to 
Hyde  St.  and  to  Mason  St.,  via  the  Jackson  and  Washington  St.  couplet)  are  located  a  little 
over  a  block  east  of  the  project  site;  they  provide  direct  access  to  the  Downtown  Retail 
District  south  of  the  site  and  to  the  Aquatic  Park,  Fisherman's  Wharf  and  North  Beach 
areas  north  of  the  site. 

TRAFFIC 

Currently,  Sacramento  St.  in  the  project  block  carries  about  5,800  vehicles  per  day,  with 
about  530  vehicles  in  the  p.m.  peak  hour./l/  Taylor  St.  and  Sproule  Lane  carry  about  360 
and  30  vehicles,  respectively,  during  the  p.m.  peak  hour.  Field  observations  revealed 
considerable  illegal  parking  on  Sproule  Lane,  which  could  interfere  with  normal  and 
emergency  access.  During  the  evening  peak  period  from  4.'00  p.m.  to  6:00  p.m.,  the  curb 
lane  on  the  project  side  of  Sacramento  St.  is  a  tow-away  lane.  Operations  at  the 
intersection  of  Sacramento  and  Taylor  Sts.  are  currently  at  Level  of  Service  A  (excellent), 
with  a  volume-to-capacity  (v/c)  ratio  of  0.50,  i.e.  the  existing  traffic  uses  about  50%  of 
the  available  capacity  (see  Appendix  D,  Table  D-1,  p.  A-34). 

PARKING 


On  Sacramento  St.,  two-hour  off-peak  parking  is  permitted  on  both  sides  of  the  street, 
except  for  a  passenger  loading  zone  in  front  of  the  Park  Lane  Apartments  at 
1100  Sacramento  St.  Perpendicular  parking  on  Mason  St.  is  primarily  unrestricted,  except 
for  five  loading  spaces  provided  for  the  Park  Lane  Apartments.  Two  loading  zones  are 
provided  on  Sproule  Lane  for  the  Nob  Hill  Condominiums  at  1170  Sacramento  St.;  the 
loading  zones  are  located  between  the  access  points  of  the  parking  garage  for  that 
building.  Parking  on  Sproule  Lane  north  of  the  Nob  Hill  Condominiums  is  unrestricted  on 
the  west  side;  no  parking  is  permitted  on  the  east  side.  As  noted  above,  considerable 
illegal  parking  was  observed  on  the  east  side  of  Sproule  Lane.  On-street  parking  is 
unrestricted  on  both  sides  of  Taylor  St.  between  Sacramento  and  Clay  Sts.,  and  on  both 
sides  of  Clay  St.  between  Taylor  and  Mason  Sts. 

The  two  major  residential  developments  bracketing  the  project  site,  the  Nob  Hill 
Condominiums  and  the  Park  Lane  Apartments,  provide  off-street  parking  for  their 
residents;  the  Nob  Hill  Condominiums  have  about  1.45  parking  spaces  per  unit  (see 
Appendix  D,  p.  A-26).  The  entrance  to  the  Park  Lane  off-street  garage  is  on  Sacramento 
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St.,  adjacent  to  the  project  site.  Access  to  off-street  parking  facilities  for  the  Nob  Hill 
Condominiums  is  from  Sproule  Lane,  via  three  driveways.  The  Pacific  Union  Club  across 
from  the  site  has  a  large  amount  of  private  off-street  parking. 

Public  off-street  parking  is  available  in  the  larger  project  area  in  the  large  parking 
structures  at  1045  California  St.  near  Mason  St.,  and  at  the  Masonic  Auditorium  on 
Califonia  St.  west  of  Taylor  St. 

Both  the  on-  and  off-street  parking  supply  on  Nob  Hill  is  used  to  capacity  throughout  the 
day.  Large  generators  of  activity  such  as  the  Mark  Hopkins  and  Fairmont  Hotels  are 
among  the  principal  causes  of  limited  available  parking.  High-density  residential 
developments  lacking  off-street  facilities  also  contribute  to  the  limited  parking  available 
in  the  area./2/ 

PEDESTRIANS 

Pedestrians  are  attracted  to  the  Nob  Hill  area  by  the  cultural,  historic,  and  architectural 
features  of  the  area,  including  Grace  Cathedral,  the  Pacific  Union  Club,  the  Masonic 
Auditorium  and  Huntington  Park.  However,  the  sidewalks  on  Sacramento  and  Mason  Sts., 
fronting  the  site,  are  not  heavily  used  by  pedestrians./3/  Although  the  sidewalk  on 
Sacramento  St.  adjacent  to  the  project  site  is  relatively  level,  the  steepness  of  the 
north-south  streets  leading  to  the  area  discourages  pedestrian  use.  The  highest  numbers 
of  pedestrians  on  Nob  Hill  are  generated  during  the  evening  by  the  hotels  and  the  Masonic 
Auditorium.  Thus,  the  heaviest  concentrations  of  pedestrians  are  found  in  front  of  the 
Fairmont  Hotel  on  Mason  St.  between  Sacramento  and  California  Sts.;  at  the  southeast 
corner  of  Mason  and  California  Sts.  in  front  of  the  Mark  Hopkins  Hotel;  and  on  California 
St.  between  Mason  and  Jones  Sts.,  near  the  Masonic  Auditorium. 

NOTES  -  Transportation,  Circulation  and  Parking 

/I/  Data  sources  for  traffic  analysis:  p.m.  peak-hour  (4:45-5:45  p.m.)  manual  turning 
movement  counts  (June  8,  1983)  at  the  intersection  of  Taylor  and  Sacramento  Sts. 
(includes  vehicles  leaving  Sproule  Lane);  24-hour  machine  traffic  counts  on  Wednesday 
through  Friday,  September  21-23,  1983  on  Sproule  Lane  (one  at  each  end  of  the  street), 
Sacramento  St.,  Mason  St.,  Taylor  St.,  Clay  St.,  and  Ewer  Place;  manual  turning 
movement  counts  conducted  on  Thursday,  Friday,  and  Saturday,  February  2-4,  1984, 
during  the  hours  4K)0-8:00  p.m.  at  the  intersections  of  Sacramento  St.  with  Mason  and 
Taylor  Sts,  All  of  the  traffic  data  was  collected  during  the  18-month  period  through  the 
spring  of  1984  when  the  cable  car  system  was  reconstructed.  During  the  reconstruction, 
cable-car   streets   were    closed   to   vehicular    traffic,    or    severely    restricted,  with 
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Sacramento  St.  the  only  unimpeded  westbound  route  in  the  area  between  Pacific  Ave.  and 
Pine  St.  Clay  St.  was  the  only  unimpeded  eastbound  route  in  the  area  between  Pacific 
Ave.  and  Bush  St.  during  the  cable-car  reconstruction. 

Ill  Observations  of  parking  use  in  the  site  vicinity  were  made  by  ESA  staff  members, 
September  21,  1983. 

73/  Observations  of  pedestrian  activity  in  the  site  vicinity  were  made  by  ESA  staff 
members  Wednesday,  June  8,  1983  and  Thursday,  Friday,  and  Saturday,  February  24,  1984. 

E.     AIR  QUALITY 

The  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management  District  (3AAQMD)  operates  a  regional  monitoring 
network  which  measures  the  ambient  concentrations  of  six  air  pollutants:  ozone  (0„), 
carbon  monoxide  (CO),  total  suspended  particulates  (TSP),  lead  (Pb),  nitrogen  dioxide 
(NO2),  and  sulfur  dioxide  (SO2).  On  the  basis  of  the  monitoring  data,  the  Bay  Area, 
including  San  Francisco,  currently  is  designated  a  non-attainment  area  with  respect  to  the 
national  ozone  and  CO  standards.  A  three-year  summary  of  the  data  collected  at  the 
BAAQMD  monitoring  station  nearest  the  project  site  (about  three  miles  south  at  900 
23rd  St.)  is  shown  in  Appendix  E,  p.  A-36,  together  with  the  corresponding  national  and/ or 
state  ambient  air  quality  standards.  These  data  indicate  that  San  Francisco  occasionally 
exceeds  ozone,  CO,  and  TSP  standards. 

A  CO  "hotspot"  monitoring  program  was  conducted  by  the  Association  of  Bay  Area 
Governments  (ABAC)  and  BAAQAID  during  the  winter  of  1980-81  at  the  intersection  of 
Geary  and  Taylor  Sts.,  about  one-half  mile  south  of  the  site.  The  high  eight-hour  average 
concentration  was  11.5  ppm,  which  exceeds  the  9-ppm  state  and  national  standard  by 
2,5  ppm.  The  high  one-hour  average  concentration  of  15  ppm  does  not  exceed  the  20-ppm 
state  standard  or  the  35-ppm  national  standard.  Another  CO  hotspot  monitoring  program 
was  conducted  during  the  winter  of  1979-80  at  the  intersection  of  Washington  and  Battery 
Sts.,  about  one-half  mile  east  of  the  site.  The  high  eight-hour  average  concentration  was 
10.1  ppm,  which  exceeds  the  standard  by  1.1  ppm.  The  high  one-hour  average 
concentration  of  15  ppm  does  not  exceed  the  standards.  These  data  indicate  that 
locations  in  San  Francisco  near  streets  with  high  traffic  volumes  and  congested  traffic 
flows  may  experience  violations  of  the  eight-hour  CO  standard  during  adverse 
meteorological  conditions. 

Comparisons  of  these  data  with  those  from  other  BAAQMD  monitoring  stations  reveal 
that  San  Francisco's  air  quality  is  among  the  best  of  all  the  developed  portions  of  the  Bay 
Area.   Two  of  the  three  prevailing  winds,  westerly  and  northwesterly,  blowing  off  the 
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Pacific  Ocean,  reduce  the  potential  for  San  Francisco  to  receive  pollutants  from 
elsewhere  in  the  region.  San  Francisco's  air  quality  problems  (primarily  CO  and  TSP)  are 
due  largely  to  pollutant  emissions  from  within  the  City,  which  also  contribute  to  air 
quality  problems  (primarily  ozone)  in  other  parts  of  the  Bay  Area. 

Regionally,  the  most  severe  and  complex  air  quality  problem  is  that  of  ozone.  Ozone  is 
not  emitted  directly,  but  is  produced  in  the  atmosphere  over  time  and  distance  through  a 
complex  series  of  photochemical  reactions  involving  emitted  hydrocarbons  (HC)  and 
nitrogen  oxides  (NOx).  No  single  source  category  accounts  for  most  of  the  HC  and  NOx 
emissions,  and  the  many  mobile  and  stationary  sources  are  spread  throughout  the  region. 
Ozone  standards  are  exceeded  most  often  in  the  Santa  Clara,  Livermore,  and  Diablo 
Valleys,  because  local  topography  and  meteorological  conditions  favor  the  buildup  of 
ozone  and  its  precursors  there. 

In  contrast  to  ozone,  CO  is  a  sub-regional  problem,  because  CO  is  a  non-reactive  pollutant 
with  one  major  source  category,  motor  vehicles.  Ambient  CO  concentrations  generally 
follow  the  spatial  and  temporal  distributions  of  vehicular  traffic.  Emissions  from  local 
traffic  usually  dominate  concentrations;  however,  during  adverse  meteorological 
conditions,  a  "background"  component,  resulting  from  the  combined  effects  of  many 
sources  over  a  large  area,  can  become  a  large  part  of  the  total  concentration.  CO 
standards  are  most  often  exceeded  in  the  Santa  Clara  Valley,  an  area  of  high  traffic 
density  and  susceptibility  to  adverse  meteorology. 

TSP  also  is  a  subregional  problem.  TSP  levels  are  relatively  low  near  the  coast,  increase 
with  distance  inland,  and  peak  in  dry,  sheltered  valleys.  The  primary  sources  of  TSP  in 
San  Francisco  are  demolition  and  construction  activities,  and  motor  vehicle  travel  over 
paved  roads. 

In  response  to  the  Bay  Area's  ozone  and  CO  nonattainment  designations,  ABAC, 
BAAQMD,  and  the  Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission  (MTC)  prepared  and  adopted 
the  1982  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Plan,  which  establishes  pollution  control  strategies  to 
attain  the  national  ozone  and  CO  standards  by  1987  as  required  by  federal  law.  These 
strategies  were  developed  on  the  basis  of  detailed  subregional  emission  inventories  and 
projections,  and  mathematical  models  of  pollutant  behavior,  and  consist  of  stationary  and 
mobile  source  emission  controls  and  transportation  improvements.  The  BAAQMD,  MTC, 
and  California  Bureau  of  Automotive  Repair  have  primary  responsibility  for 
implementation  of  these  strategies. 
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I V.  £  iN  VIR  O  N  :,1  E  N  T A  L  1 M  PACT 


PRIOR  EN\TRONMENTAL  REVIEW 

On  September  2,  1983,  the  Department  of  City  Planning  determined  that  this  project 
could  not  have  a  significant  environmental  impact,  and  a  Preliminary  Negative 
Declaration  was  issued.  Upon  appeal  of  this  determination,  the  City  Planning  Commission 
upheld  the  Preliminary  Negative  Declaration.  Subsequently,  on  January  19,  1984  the 
Commission  vacated  its  prior  decision  and  reconsidered  the  appeal.  Since  there  were  two 
conflicting  expert  opinions  on  the  traffic  effects  of  the  project,  the  Commission 
determined  that  an  EIR  should  be  prepared,  covering  all  appropriate  issues. 

A  new  Initial  Study  was  prepared  for  the  project  and  published  on  April  13,  1984.  Issues 
that  were  determined  to  require  no  further  discussion  in  this  EIR  as  a  result  of  the  Initial 
Study  are;  land  use,  population,  construction  and  building  operation  noise,  construction 
and  building  operation  air  quality,  utilities  /  public  services,  biology,  geology/topography, 
water,  and  cultural  resources.  Additionally,  the  project  complies  with  all  existing  zoning 
and  Planning  Code  requirement^  an  alternative  that  complies  with  the  proposed  Nob  Hill 
zoning  reclassification  is  discussed  on  p.  104.  The  Initial  Study  is  attached  to  this  report 
as  Appendix  A,  pp.  A-1  to  A-23. 

Some  of  the  impacts  in  this  section  are  not  physical  environmental  effects  as  defined  by 
CEQA.  They  are  included  in  this  EIR  for  informational  purposes  only. 

A.     URBAN  DESIGN,  VISUAL  QUALITY,  AND  ARCHITECTURAL  RESOURCES 
Urban  Design  and  Visual  Quality 

The  project  would  replace  five  vacant  lots  (14,840  sq.  ft.)  and  a  three-story  townhouse  (on 
a  1 ,984-sq.-ft.  lot)  with  a  17-story  residential  tower  and  a  four-story  townhouse,  and 
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would  demolish  the  townhouse  at  1130  Sacramento  St.  The  tower  would  feature  a 
differentiated  facade  with  a  three-story  building  base,  a  13-story  middle  tower,  and  a 
one-story  penthouse.  The  building  base  would  consist  of  a  slightly  projecting  vertical 
curtain  wall  in  the  middle,  flanked  by  recessed  corner  sections.  The  curtain  wall  would  be 
continued  through  the  middle  tower  to  the  roof,  where  it  would  be  capped  by  a  rounded, 
ornamental  arch.  Likewise,  the  corner  section  would  continue  to  the  roof  level,  featuring 
regularly  spaced,  rectangular  window  openings.  The  relationship  of  the  project  design  to 
applicable  policies  of  the  Urban  Design  Element  of  the  Comprehensive  Plan  is  discussed  in 
Table  2,  pp.  55  and  56. 

From  long-range  vantage  points,  such  as  Telegraph  Hill,  the  project  would  appear  as  an 
integral  part  of  the  serrated  skyline  of  Nob  Hill.  It  would  be  60  ft.  lower  than  the  Nob 
Hill  Condominiums  to  the  west  and  24  ft.  higher  than  the  Park  Lane  Apartments  to  the 
east.  The  project  would  not  be  visible  in  distant  views  from  the  west,  southwest,  south,  or 
southeast  because  of  intervening  topography  and  buildings. 

The  160-ft.-high  project  would  interrupt  the  northward  view  towards  Russian  Hill  and  the 
Bay  from  the  Huntington  Hotel  (see  Figure  22,  p.  57)  and  the  apartment  buildings  at  1001 
and  1055  California  St.  Eastward  views  of  the  Bay,  Angel  Island  and  Yerba  Buena  Island, 
the  Bay  Bridge,  and  the  East  Bay  from  28  apartments,  on  floors  3-16  of  the  Nob  Hill 
Condominiums,  would  be  blocked,  except  for  some  views  from  the  living  and  dining  rooms 
at  the  north  and  south  ends  of  that  building.  The  full  eastward  panorama  from  these 
rooms  would  be  partially  blocked  by  the  project.  The  project  would  have  the  least  impact 
on  lower  floors  of  the  Nob  Hill  Condominiums,  as  their  views  are  now  restricted  by  the 
Park  Lane  Apartments  and  the  Brocklebank  Apartments.  Because  the  project  would  be 
3  5  ft.  away  from  the  Nob  Hill  Condominiums,  direct  sunlight  to  the  bedrooms  and 
kitchens  of  the  affected  units  would  also  be  reduced  by  the  project.  Panoramic  views 
from  the  topmost  floors  of  the  Nob  Hill  Condominium  building  would  be  retained  because 
of  the  greater  height  of  that  building,  although  new  views  of  the  close-in  project  could 
detract  from  the  quality  of  these  views. 

The  project  would,  to  a  large  extent,  complete  the  northern  high-rise  enclosure  of 
Huntington  Park,  thus  creating  a  building  "wall"  effect  for  the  observer  from  Huntington 
Park,  points  along  Sacramento  St.,  and  other  vantage  points  in  the  vicinity.  One  of  the 
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principles  for  Major  New  Development,  contained  in  the  Urban  Design  Element  of  the 
Comprehensive  Plan  (Principle  lA,  p.  32),  states  that  "Tall  slender  buildings  near  the 
crown  of  a  hill  emphasize  the  form  of  the  hill  and  preserve  views".  Principle  18,  p.  35 
states  that  "buildings  of  uniform  height  provide  good  spatial  definition  of  larger  public 
squares  or  plazas"  and  that  "larger  public  open  spaces  surrounded  by  irregular  buildings 
are  poorly  defined." 

The  project  would  block  all  views  of  San  Francisco  Bay,  the  East  Bay  Hills,  Telegraph  Hill 
and  Coit  Tower  from  Huntington  Park  (See  Figures  23  to  25,  pp.  58  to  60),  as  would  any 
building  of  one  story  or  more  covering  the  same  portion  of  the  site.  Coit  Tower  and 
Telegraph  Hill  are  currently  visible  from  portions  of  the  children's  playground  and  the 
center  of  the  park  near  the  fountain;  the  project  would  block  these  views. 

The  project  would  be  visible  from  the  Chinese  Recreation  Center  (see  Figure  26,  p.  61), 
but  would  not  cast  any  new  shadow  on  the  playground  (see  Shadows,  Section  IV. B.,  p.  62). 

Although  the  project  would  be  similar  in  height  and  bulk  to  some  of  the  large  apartment 
buildings  in  its  direct  vicinity  (Nob  Hill  Condominiums,  Park  Lane  Apartments, 
Brocklebank  Apartments),  it  would  be  higher  and  bulkier  than  existing  townhouses  such  as 
those  at  1130  Sacramento  St.  and  1182  Sacramento  St.,  and  lower  Victorian  and  Edwardian 
buildings  along  Clay  St.  and  Sproule  Lane.  The  1 130  Sacramento  St.  townhouse,  which 
would  be  demolished  as  part  of  the  project,  is  a  1916  structure  which  features  a 
three-story  English  facade  design,  recognized  in  the  1976  DCP  survey  and  assigned  a 
rating  of  "3".  It  is  also  mentioned  in  the  Heritage  Foundation  "Splendid  Survivors" 
survey.  Together  with  the  1182  Sacramento  St.  townhouse,  the  1130  Sacramento  St. 
townhouse  at  present  represents  a  building  height  and  design  typical  for  adjacent 
neighborhoods  to  the  north,  and  thus  provides  a  contrast  to  the  much  higher  and  bulkier 
apartment  buildings  along  the  Sacramento  St.  project  block.  The  existing  townhouse 
would  be  replaced  by  another  townhouse  of  similar  height  and  bulk.  The  three-story 
front-portion  of  the  project  tower,  and  the  new  townhouse  are  intended  to  complement 
the  scale  and  character  of  older  development  to  the  north  of  the  project  site. 
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TABLE  2:     RELATIONSHIP  BETWEEN  APPLICABLE  URBAN  DESIGN  POLICIES  OF 
THE  COMPREHENSIVE  PLAN  AND  THE  PROPOSED  PROJECT 


APPLICABLE  URBAN  DESIGN  POLICIES 


RELATIONSHIP  OF  PROJECT  TO  POLICIES 


A.    Policies  for  City  Pattern 


1. 


B. 
4. 


Policy  1:  "Recognize  and  protect  major 
views  in  the  City,  with  particular 
attention  to  those  of  open  space  and 
water." 


Policy  2;  "Recognize,  protect  and 
reinforce  the  existing  street  pattern, 
especially  as  it  is  related  to 
topography." 


Policy  3;  "Recognize  that  buildings, 
when  seen  together,  produce  a  total 
effect  that  characterizes  the  City  and 
its  districts." 


Conservation 

Policy  4;  "Preserve  notable  landmarks 
and  areas  of  historic,  architectural  or 
aesthetic  value,  and  promote  the 
preservation  of  other  buildings  and 
features  that  provide  continuity  with 
past  development." 


As  would  any  development  of  one  story  or 
more  on  the  site,  the  proposed  project  would 
block  views  of  the  Bay  from  Huntington 
Park.  The  project  would  block  some  views 
of  the  Bay  from  the  Huntington  Hotel,  the 
apartment  building  on  1045  and  1055 
California  St.,  and  the  Nob  Hill 
Condominiums  at  1170  Sacramento  St.  The 
project  would  be  visible  as  an  integral  part 
of  the  Nob  Hill  skyline  from  points  north  of 
Nob  Hill.  The  project  would  not  be  visible 
in  distant  views  from  the  west,  southwest, 
south,  or  southeast. 

The  project  would  be  built  out  to  lot  lines 
and  would  complete  the  enclosure  of  the 
Huntington  Park  /  Pacific  Union  Club  area. 
It  would  reinforce  the  overall  scale  of  the 
Nob  Hill  District  grid  system. 

The  project  would  be  lower  than  the  Nob 
Hill  Condominiums  to  the  west  and  higher 
than  the  Park  Lane  Apartments  to  the  east. 
It  would  be  built  near  the  crest  of  Nob  Hill 
and  would  thus  contribute  to  the  definition 
of  the  City's  topography.  The  light-granite 
and  glass  facade  composition  would  be 
similar  to  that  of  the  Nob  Hill  Condominium 
building  at  1170  Sacramento  St.  to  the  west; 
the  design  of  the  building  with  its  increased 
granite  to  glass  ratio  is  intended  to 
complement  the  design  of  the  older  Park 
Lane  Apartment  building  at 
1100  Sacramento  St.  to  the  east.  The 
project  would  include  a  base  section 
intended  to  relate  to  the  height  of  lower 
structures  in  the  area.  The  existing 
townhouse  on  the  site  would  be  replaced  by 
a  project  townhouse  of  similar  height. 


The  project  would  demolish  the  townhouse 
at  1130  Sacramento  St.  This  building  has 
been  rated  "3"  by  the  1976  DCP  survey  of 
architecturally  significant  buildings. 
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-------  £--i-Aii3N5H:r_- -  .  W^rN  AF?^1CA3LE  URBAN  DESIGN  POLICIES  OF 

.HE  COV??.- NSIVr  PLAN  AND  THE  PROPOSED  PROJECT  (Continued) 


Policy  6:  "Respect  the  character  of 

ieveloprnent  nearby  in  the  design 
of  rie»v  buildings.^ 


C.    Policies  for  Major  New  Development 


The  project  would  be  24  ft.  higher  than  the 
adjacent  Park  Lane  Apartments.  Its  facade 
design  would  be  different  from  that  of  the 
older  Park  Lane  Apartments,  but  is  intended 
to  complement  it  by  a  similar  proportion  of 
granite  to  glass,  and  by  the  vertical  lines  of 
the  upper  stories. 


0.     r      y  . :  'Vromote  harmony  in  tne 
vis^£l  relationships  and  transition 
betA'een  nev;  and  older  bjildinzs." 


See  items  3,  4,  and  5  ^x)ve.  The  project 
would  feature  a  strongly  defined  building 
base  similar  in  height  to  the  building  base  of 
the  Park  Lane  Apartments.  Facade 
materials  of  the  building  tower  would  differ 
from  those  of  the  Park  Lane  Apartments, 
but  be  similar  to  those  of  the  Nob  Hill 
Condominiums. 


7.     Policy  2;  ^Avoid  extreme  contrasts  in 
snape  and  other  characteristics 
which  will  cause  new  buildings  to  stand 
out  in  excess  of  their  public 
importance." 


Policy  5:  "Relate  the  height  of 
:_.l::."r5  to  important  attributes  of  the 
ciry  :  =  ::r"-  and  to  the  height  and 
c:.a:i::e:  ::  existing:  develoDment.'' 


9.     Policy  6;  "Relate  the  bulk  of  buildings 
t:  tr.e  prevailing  scale  of  development 
to  avoid  an  overwhelming  or  dominating 
appearance  in  new  construction." 


The  proposed  buildings  would  be  light  in 
color  and  rectilinear  in  form.  The  project 
tower  would  be  intermediate  in  design, 
blending  elements  of  both  the  Nob  Hill 
Condominiums  and  the  Park  Lane 
Apartments,  and  intermediate  in  height  and 
bulk  between  the  two  buildings. 

The  project  would  emphasize  the  City's 
natural  topography  by  contributing  to  the 
visual  definition  of  Nob  Hill.  It  would 
provide  a  transition  in  height  between  the 
21-stor\-  Nob  Hill  Condominiums  to  the 
west,  and  the  11-story  Park  Lane 
Apartments  to  the  east  of  the  project  site. 
It  would  be  higher  than  the  low-rise 
residential  structures  to  the  north  of  the 
project  site. 

See  item  3,  4,  5  and  8  above.  The  project 
would  be  of  height  and  bulk  intermediate 
between  those  of  the  adjacent  apartment 
buildings  along  Sacramento  St.  between 
Mason  and  Taylor  Sts.  The  project  would  be 
taUer  than  existing  townhouses  along 
Sacramento  St.  and  residential  buildings 
north  of  the  project  site. 


SOURCE:  ESA 
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FIGURE  23 

PHOTOMONTAGE  FROM  SOUTHERN  END  OF  HUNTINGTON  PARK 

SOURCE;  Hartmut  Gerdes,  Square  One  Film  and  Video 
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IV.  Environmental  Impact 


B.  SHADOWS 


Light  and  shadow  patterns  in  the  project  vicinity  are  determined  by  existing  structures 
surrounding  the  project  site.  At  present,  portions  of  Sproule  Lane  and  of  Clay  St., 
between  Taylor  and  Mason  Sts.,  are  shaded  by  existing  buildings  during  the  early  morning 
hours  of  all  seasons  of  the  year.  These  streets  and  adjoining  residences  are  relatively  free 
of  shadows  from  mid-morning  to  late  morning  in  the  spring,  summer  and  fall  months. 
From  midday  to  mid-afternoon,  structures  in  the  project  vicinity  cast  shadows  along  Clay 
St.  in  the  spring,  fall,  and  winter  months,  and  along  Sproule  Lane  during  all  seasons  of  the 
year.  In  the  late  afternoon  hours,  existing  structures  near  the  site  shade  Sproule  Lane  and 
adjoining  residences  during  all  seasons  of  the  year. 

The  project  would  increase  shadows  on  streets,  sidewalks,  structures,  and  some  rear  yards 
near  the  project.  Some  shadow  patterns  from  the  project  in  fall,  winter,  and  spring 
afternoons  would  coincide  with  those  currently  cast  by  existing  structures  and  would 
therefore  result  in  no  net  new  shadow  effects.  During  the  early  morning  hours  at  all 
seasons  of  the  year,  portions  of  Sproule  Lane,  as  well  as  the  eastern  side  of  the  Nob  Hill 
Condominiums,  would  be  shaded  by  the  proposed  project.  No  new  project  shadow  would 
be  cast  on  any  back-yard,  open-space  or  vacant  areas  located  on  blocks  other  than  the 
project  block. 


The  project  would  increase  the  shadows  cast  on  the  garden  behind  the  Park  Lane 
Apartments  by  shading  it  during  the  early  afternoon  hours  of  all  seasons  of  the  year.  The 
garden  is  currently  shaded  by  the  Park  Lane  Apartment  building  in  the  morning  and  by  the 
Nob  Hill  Condominium  building  in  the  mid-  and  late-afternoon  during  the  fall,  winter,  and 
spring  seasons.  The  project  and  existing  neighboring  structures  would  shade  the  proposed 
deck  behind  the  project  during  the  early  morning  hours  in  fall,  winter,  and  spring;  during 
the  midday  hours  at  all  seasons  of  the  year;  and  during  the  late  afternoon  hours  at  all 
seasons  of  the  year.  Building  facades  facing  Malvina  Place  would  be  shaded  by  the  project 
during  midday  hours  in  the  fall,  winter,  and  spring.  The  project  would  add  to  the  shading 
of  low-rise  buildings  on  Sproule  Lane  and  on  Clay  St.,  on  spring  and  autumn  mornings  and 
most  of  the  day  during  the  winter. 

In  order  to  determine  the  range  of  project  shadow,  shadows  were  analyzed  for  all  seasons 
of  the  year  at  9:00  a.m.  (10.-00  a.m.  in  June  in  order  to  establish  the  maximum  shadow 
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IV.  hnvironmental  impact 


iiTipact  on  the  Nob  Hill  Condominiums),  noon,  and  3:00  p.m.  In  addition,  shadows  were 
calculated  for  1:00  p.m.  (1:45  p.m.  in  September)  and  2:00  p.m.  (2:45  p.m.  in  September)  in 
order  to  establish  the  extent  of  shading  of  the  gardens  behind  the  Park  Lane  Apartments, 
and  surrounding  low-rise  buildings  north  and  east  of  the  project.  To  determine  if  the 
project  shadow  would  reach  the  Chinese  Playground,  project  shadow  was  calculated  for 
11:30  a.m.  in  December.  (NOTE:  All  times  referred  to  are  clock  time.  Pacific  Daylight 
Time  (PDT)  is  in  effect  from  the  last  week  in  April  to  the  last  week  in  October,  clock 
time  is  one  hour  later  than  Pacific  Standard  Time  (PST)  in  those  months.) 

In  March  and  September,  project  shadows  would  extend  as  far  north  as  Clay  St.  Between 
9:00  a.m.  (9:45  a.m.  in  September)  and  3:00  p.m.  (3:45  p.m.  in  September),  the  shadow 
would  trace  a  path  generally  along  the  roofs  of  the  existing  buildings  on  the  south  side  of 
Clay  St.,  from  Taylor  to  Mason  Sts.  At  its  farthest  northward  extent,  the  shadow  would 
reach  onto  Clay  St.,  but  would  not  cross  it.  See  Figures  27  and  28,  pp.  64  and  65. 

In  June  between  9:00  a.m.  and  3:00  p.m.,  project  shadow  would  be  limited  to  the  interior 
of  the  block  between  Sacramento,  Clay,  Taylor  and  Mason  Sts.  See  Figures  29  and  30, 
pp.  66  and  67. 

In  December,  project  shadows  would  extend  north  to  Washington  St.  From  9:00  a.m.  to 
3.*00  p.m.,  the  shadow  would  trace  an  arc  from  the  intersection  of  Taylor  and  Washington 
Sts.,  receding  as  it  approached  the  Chinese  Recreation  Center  playground  at  about  noon, 
and  lengthening  to  reach  the  intersection  of  Powell  and  Washington  Sts.  by  3rf)0  p.m.  At 
9K)0  a.m.  and  again  at  3:00  p.m.,  the  shadow  would  reach  across  Washington  St.  to  touch 
the  fronts  of  the  structures  there;  between  those  times,  the  shadow  would  remain  south  of 
Washington  St.  See  Figures  31  and  32,  pp.  68  and  69. 

No  new  shadows  would  be  cast  by  the  project  on  the  playground  of  the  Chinese  Recreation 
Center.  New  project  shadow  would  be  cast  on  the  roof  of  the  gymnasium  of  the  Chinese 
Recreation  Center.  The  trace  of  the  project  shadow  would  cross  the  playground  of  the 
Chinese  Recreation  Center  between  the  hours  of  11:00  and  12:30  during  the  period  from 
late  November  to  late  January.  For  most  of  that  time,  the  project  shadow  trace  would 
fall  well  within  the  shadows  from  the  row  of  existing  buildings  that  overlook  the 
playground  from  the  south.  At  the  extreme,  the  edge  of  the  project  shadow  trace  would 
coincide  with  the  edges  of  the  existing  shadows. 
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IV.  Environmental  Impact 

The  Park  Shadowing  Initiative  Ordinance  (Proposition  K),  passed  on  June  5,  1984, 
establishes  that  the  critical  sunlight  access  period  in  all  parks  and  playgrounds  owned  by 
the  Recreation  and  Parks  Department  be  from  one  hour  after  sunrise  to  one  hour  before 
sunset.  The  proposed  project  would  not  cast  a  shadow  at  any  time  of  day  during  the  year 
on  any  parks  or  playgrounds  owned  by  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department,  including  the 
Chinese  Recreation  Center  playground. 

Three  new  sites  for  parks  are  under  study  by  the  San  Francisco  Recreation  and  Park 
Department.  The  site  nearest  to  the  project  is  identified  as  Lot  5  of  Assessor's  Block  191, 
and  is  on  the  west  side  of  Powell  St.  between  Washington  and  Jackson  Sts.  about  two 
blocks  northeast  of  the  project  site.  The  shadow  trace  from  the  project  would  not  reach 
this  site  at  any  time  of  the  year.  The  two  other  sites  under  consideration  are  located 
further  north  (north  of  Jackson  St.);  neither  would  be  reached  by  the  shadow  from  the 
project. 

C.    TRANSPORTATION,  CIRCULATION  AND  PARKING 
CONSTRUCTION/1/ 

During  the  17-month  construction  period,  transportation  impacts  would  result  from  truck 
movements  to  and  from  the  site  during  demolition,  excavation  and  construction  activity. 
Demolition  and  site  clearance  would  require  approximately  two  weeks  and  would  generate 
an  average  of  two  truck  movements  per  hour,  in  or  out  of  the  site  between  9:00  a.m.  and 
4:00  p.m.  Excavation  is  expected  to  require  12  weeks  and  would  generate  an  average  of 
two  truck  movements  per  hour,  in  or  out  of  the  site  between  9K)0  a.m.  and  4K)0  p.m.  The 
excavated  material  is  expected  to  be  hauled  to  other  job  sites  as  necessary.  Construction 
would  require  about  46  weeks  and  would  generate  approximately  1,750  truck  trips  (an 
average  of  one  truck  movement  per  hour  per  day  between  9  a.m.  and  4  p.m.). 

During  the  entire  construction  period,  truck  access  to  the  site  would  be  from  Clay  St. 
onto  Sproule  Lane;  egress  would  be  on  Sacramento  St.  The  traffic  lane  of  Sproule  Lane 
and  the  peak  period  tow-away  lane  on  Sacramento  St.  would  be  closed,  as  would  the 
sidewalks  adjacent  to  the  project  site  on  Sproule  Lane  and  Sacramento  St.  Parking  on 
Sproule  Lane  would  be  eliminated  during  project  construction  as  this  area  would  be  used 
as  a  traffic  lane.  The  Muni  stop  on  Sacramento  St.  at  Sproule  Lane  would  have  to  be 
relocated  during  the  construction  period. 
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The  transportation  impact  of  construction  truck  traffic  would  be  a  slight  lessening  of  the 
capacities  of  access  streets  and  haul  routes  due  to  slower  movements  and  larger  turning 
radii  of  the  trucks.  Any  truck  traffic  from  T.'OO  a.m.  to  9K)0  a.m.  or  from  4.O0  p.m.  to 
6.*00  p.m.  would  conflict  with  peak-hour  commute  traffic,  particularly  at  freeway  access 
points.  Closure  of  traffic  lanes  and  sidewalks  would  further  reduce  capacity.  Increased 
temporary  parking  demand  for  construction  workers'  vehicles  and  localized  intersection 
impacts  from  construction  worker  traffic  would  occur  in  proportion  to  the  number  of 
workers  on  site  using  automobiles. 

There  are  four  other  proposed  projects  (providing  a  total  of  78  dwelling  unit^  see 
Appendix  D,  Table  D-2,  p.  A-35)  in  the  project  vicinity.  Concurrent  construction 
activities  at  the  project  site  and  nearby  sites  could  disrupt  traffic  and  pedestrian  flows 
through  multiple  lane  closures,  sidewalk  closures  and  street  excavation  (if  necessary  for 
utility  connections).  The  additional  cumulative  construction  traffic  generated  in  the  area 
of  the  project  site  would  be  temporary  and  would  not  measurably  change  traffic 
operations  in  the  area  (the  cumulative  construction  traffic  would  be  of  a  similar 
magnitude  to  the  amount  of  traffic  generated  by  the  project).  The  aggregate  effect  of 
construction  traffic  would  be  expected  to  be  reduced  by  different  construction  schedules, 
as  the  projects  would  be  at  different  stages  of  construction  at  any  given  time. 

TRAVEL  DEMAND  ANALYSIS 

The  proposed  project's  transportation  impacts  were  analyzed  with  three  methods;  the 
worst-case  transit  method;  the  worst-case  traffic  method  and  the  Donald  Goodrich  (an 
independent  transportation  engineer)  method.  This  report  presents  the  worst-case  traffic 
method  and  worst-case  transit  method;  the  Goodrich  method,  based  on  observations  at  the 
Nob  Hill  Condominiums,  and  predicting  traffic  impacts  intermediate  between  those  of  the 
other  two  methods,  is  discussed  in  Appendix  D,  p.  A-26. 

Trip  Generation 

Estimates  of  travel  from  the  project  are  based  on  the  number  of  proposed  residential  units 
in  the  project.  The  project  would  generate  about  540  person  trip-ends  (pte)  daily,  of 
which  about  55  would  occur  during  the  p.m.  peak  hour  of  street  operations  in  the  area 
adjacent  to  the  site./2/ 
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Modal  Split 

Worst-Case  Transit.  The  modal  split  distribution  used  initially  to  assign  the  travel  from 
the  project  is  a  standard  distribution  for  residential  developments  in  Northeast  San 
Francisco./3/  The  distribution  assumes  that  there  is  an  average  percentage  of  working 
adults  in  the  dwelling  units  and  that  most  (75%)  of  the  residents  work  in  the  downtown. 
Consequently,  the  distribution  has  a  high  percentage  of  transit  use;  in  fact,  the  standard 
modal  split  distribution  represents  a  worst-case  basis  for  transit  impacts.  The  distribution 
does  not  account  for  travel-altering  factors  such  as  high  income  levels,  different 
automobile  ownership  patterns,  parking  availability,  or  workplace  location.  Under  the 
standard  modal  split,  during  the  p.m.  peak-hour,  the  project  travel  would  be  a  maximum 
of  15  pedestrian  pte,  about  35  transit  pte  and  about  five  auto  pte  (about  four  vehicle 
trip-ends  (vte)).  Under  this  scenario  the  project  would  generate  approximately  0.06 
peak-hour  vte  per  dwelling  unit. 

Worst-Case  Traffic.  Because  of  the  expected  income  level  and  expected  automobile 
ownership  of  the  project's  residents,  the  standard  modal  split  was  determined  not  to  be 
entirely  applicable  to  the  project.  To  better  represent  the  travel  characteristics  of  the 
project,  an  independent  analysis  was  performed  on  the  basis  of  the  project's  proposed 
number  of  off-street  parking  spaces.  The  worst-case  traffic  approach  assumes  trip 
generation  based  on  the  number  of  off-street  parking  spaces  provided  by  the  project.  If, 
as  a  worst  case  for  traffic  analysis  (which  would  reduce  the  pedestrian  travel  and  transit 
ridership  projections  for  the  project  to  essentially  zero),  the  107-space  garage  is  assumed 
to  be  filled  on  a  daily  basis  by  residents  and  visitors,  then  the  project  could  be  assumed  to 
generate  about  430  vehicle  trip-ends  (vte)  per  day  (about  45  vte  in  the  p.m.-peak-hour) 
which  would  be  6.1  vte  per  dwelling  unit  per  day  (p.m.-peak-hour  generation  would  be 
about  0.63  vte  per  dwelling  unit).  This  generation  represents  maximum  auto  use  to  and 
from  the  site. 

Table  3,  p.  73,  contains  a  comparison  of  peak-hour  traffic  generation  for  the  two 
worst-case  methods. 

As  noted,  the  Goodrich  method  (see  Appendix  D,  p.  A-26)  leads  to  project  traffic 
generation  that  falls  between  that  of  the  worst-case  transit  and  the  worst-case  traffic 
methods. 
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TABLE  3:  MODAL  SPLIT  TRIP  GENERATION  COMPARISON  (Peak  Hour) 


Worst-Case  Transit 
(Standard  Modal  Split) 

Worst-Case  Traffic 
(based  on  parking  spaces) 


SOURCE:  ESA 


TRANSIT 

Observed  Conditions 

The  1-California  trolley  bus  line  on  Sacramento  St.  (with  eastbound  return  on  Clay  St.) 
was  found  to  be  operating  in  1983  (during  reconstruction  of  the  cable  car  lines)  at  about 
99%  of  capacity  during  the  p.m.  peak  hour./4/  An  afternoon  survey  of  transit  use  at  the 
1-California  stop  on  Sacramento  St.  between  Taylor  and  Mason  Sts.  (at  Sproule  Lane) 
showed  people  either  boarding  or  leaving  all  but  one  bus  in  the  four-hour  period./5/  As 
the  next  closest  transit  stops  on  Sacramento  St.  are  a  minimum  of  one  and  one-half  blocks 
distant  from  the  surveyed  stop,  the  observer  was  able  to  record  the  approximate 
destination  or  origin  of  the  transit  riders  using  the  surveyed  stop.  During  the  entire 
four-hour  survey  period,  all  of  the  people  using  the  stop  were  observed  to  travel  off  the 
project  block  either  east  or  west  on  Sacramento  St.,  with  the  exception  of  one  person  who 
traveled  north  on  Sproule  Lane.  None  of  the  riders  were  observed  to  enter  or  leave  either 
of  the  two  residential  complexes  (Nob  Hill  Condominiums  and  Park  Lane  Apartments) 
adjacent  to  the  project  site  along  Sacramento  St.  Table  4,  p.  74,  is  a  summary  of  the 
transit  stop  data. 

Transit  Impacts  under  the  Worst-Case  Transit  Method 

Under  the  worst-case  transit  analysis  (standard  modal  split),  the  project  would  generate 
about  35  p.m. -peak-hour  transit  riders.  If  all  of  the  project  riders  were  assumed  to  ride 
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TABLE  4:  SUMMARY  OF  TRANSIT  STOP  USE:  Sacramento  St.  at  Sproule  Lane(a) 


Total 

Total 

Number  of 

Per  Vehicle 

Per  Vehicle 

Time  Period 

Off(b) 

On(b) 

Vehicles 

Average  Off 

Average  On 

2:00-3:00  p.m. 

14 

10 

5 

3 

2 

3^)0-4:00  p.m. 

74 

36 

15 

5 

2 

4:00-5:00  p.m. 

75 

22 

16 

5 

1 

5:00-6:00  p.m. 

166 

20 

22 

8 

1 

4:00-6:00  p.m. 

241 

42 

38 

6 

1 

(a)  Counts  made  on  Wednesday,  September  21,  1983. 

(b)  Persons  observed  boarding  or  alighting  at  the  transit  stop. 

SOURCE:  ESA 


the  1-California  line  (as  they  had  to  when  the  C-California  cable  car  line  was  out,  and 
since  the  1-California  is  the  closest  line  to  the  project  site),  they  could  not  be 
accommodated  in  the  p.m.  peak  hour  with  1983  capacity  figures.  However,  peak-period 
(two  hour)  capacity  on  the  1-California  line  is  available  to  absorb  the  project  transit 
dem'and  even  with  the  cable  cars  not  running. 

The  latest  Muni  capacity  projections  (Muni  Short-Range  Transit  Plan  1984-1989,  San 
Francisco  Municipal  Railway,  June,  1984)  show  the  1-California  line  receiving  a  peak-hour 
and  peak-period  capacity  increase  of  13%  by  1989. /6/  In  addition,  the  transit  calculations 
done  for  this  project  are  based  on  conditions  during  the  temporary  interruption  of  cable 
car  service  and  thus  represent  worst-case  conditions  on  the  1-California  line  in  this  area. 
With  the  resumption  of  cable-car  service  in  June  1984,  and  the  expectation  that  the 
needed  capacity  improvements  would  be  complete  prior  to  completion  and  occupancy  of 
the  project.  Muni  would  be  able  to  accommodate  worst-case-transit  predictions  for  the 
project  ridership  during  the  p.m.  peak  hour. 

In  the  context  of  downtown  Muni  ridership,  ridership  generated  by  the  project  would  not 
be  detectable  against  the  daily  fluctuations  in  total  system  ridership.  As  a  result,  the 
worst-case  transit  demand  generated  by  the  project  would  have  a  negligible  effect  on 
transit  operations  in  the  downtown  area.    Additionally,  Muni  trips  generated  by  new 
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residential  development  are  already  counted  in  Muni  ridership,  under  existing  conditions 
or  future  conditions  generated  by  proposed  office  development;  counting  them  again  would 
result  in  double  counting. 

The  above  worst-case  transit  impact  analysis  is,  as  noted,  worst-case  in  the  sense  that  all 
transit  demand  from  the  project  was  assumed  to  be  on  the  1-California  trolley  bus. 
Transit  travel  to  and  from  the  project  would  be  expected  to  be  distributed  over  all  of  the 
nearby  Muni  lines  serving  the  area,  rather  than  being  confined  to  a  single  line,  thus 
reducing  the  stated  demand  on  the  1-California  line.  The  analysis  is  worst-case  also  in 
the  sense  that  the  standard  modal  split  method  maximizes  transit  use. 

Transit  Impacts  under  the  Worst  Case  Traffic  ?»1ethod 

Under  the  worst-case-traffic  approach,  the  total  project  transit  demand  would  decrease 
to  almost  zero,  and  thus  there  would  be  no  detectable  impact  on  Muni  by  ridership 
increases  from  the  project.  This  latter  situation  appears  to  be  confirmed  by  the  above 
observed  conditions,  as  the  proposed  project  is  expected  to  be  similar  in  its  demography  to 
the  adjoining  Nob  Hill  Condominiums.  If  an  intermediate  situation  (worst-case  for  neither 
transit  nor  traffic)  applies,  the  total  transit  demand  would  be  less  than  that  analyzed 
above  (i.e.,  fewer  than  35  riders  during  the  p.m.  peak  hour). 

TRAFFIC 

Observed  Conditions  and  Proposed  Access 

Traffic  counts  were  made  in  the  project  vicinity  on  September  22,  1983. /7/  Table  5, 
p.  76,  is  a  summary  of  the  counts. 

Currently,  Sacramento  St.  in  the  project  block  carries  about  5,800  vehicles  per  day,  with 
about  530  vehicles  in  the  p.m.  peak  hour./7/  Taylor  St.  and  Sproule  Lane  carry  about  360 
and  30  vehicles,  respectively,  during  the  p.m.  peak  hour.  A  capacity  analysis  was 
conducted  for  the  intersection  of  Sacramento  and  Taylor  Sts.  for  the  p.m.  peak  hour.  The 
analysis  shows  that  the  intersection  is  operating  in  Level  of  Service  A  (good)  conditions  at 
a  volume-to-capacity  (v/c)  ratio  of  0.50.  Operations  at  the  intersection  of  Sacramento 
and  Mason  Sts.  are  also  at  Level  of  Service  A  with  a  v/c  ratio  of  0.41.  (See  Appendix  D, 
Table  D-1,  p.  A-34  for  a  description  of  Level  of  Service  and  the  method  of  capacity 
analysis  used.) 
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TABLE  5:  DAILY  TRAFFIC  VOLUMES  ON  STREETS  NEAR  THE  PROJECT 


Average  Daily 


Street  Count  Location  Date  Traffic 

Sacramento  ;  "      :  Sproule  to  Taylor  9/22/83  5,770 

Mason  ,            Sacramento  to  Clay(a)  9/22/83  2,830 

Taylor  Sacramento  to  Clay  9/22/83  4,830 

Sproule  Clay  to  Sacramento  9/22/83  570 

Clay  Sproule  to  Mason  9/22/83  6,660 

Ewer  West  of  Mason  9/22/83  (b) 


(a)  Two-way  traffic  (because  of  cable  car  reconstruction) 

(b)  The  entrance  to  Ewer  Place  is  used  primarily  as  a  parking  space  (although  it  is  illegal 
to  park  in  the  entrance  to  the  alley  and  vehicles  are  cited  regularly).  Actual  traffic 
volumes  on  Ewer  Place  are  in  the  range  of  fewer  than  10  vehicles  per  day  and  in  fact  may 
consist  of  one  motorcycle  that  is  parked  in  the  alley. 

SOURCE:  Traffic  Data  Service,  Inc.  and  ESA 


Most  vehicular  traffic  from  the  project  would  exit  from  the  two  upper  parking  levels  onto 
Sproule  Lane  and  proceed  south  onto  westbound  Sacramento  St.,  and  then  either  turn  onto 
Taylor  St.  or  proceed  west  on  Sacramento  St.  Most  traffic  entering  the  project  would 
arrive  from  the  east  on  Sacramento  St.  and  would  circle  the  block,  going  north  on  Taylor, 
east  on  Clay  and  then  entering  via  Sproule  Lane.  About  one-third  of  the  traffic,  which 
would  use  the  lowest  level  of  parking,  accessible  from  Ewer  Place,  would  approach  the 
site  from  the  east  on  Sacramento  St.  via  Mason  St.,  and  exit  via  Mason  St.  turning  north 
to  Clay  St.  eastbound,  or  to  Jackson  St.  or  Pacific  Ave.  westbound.  All  project  vehicles 
using  Mason  St.  would  be  going  northwards. 

The  project  sponsor  proposes  to  repave  Ewer  Place  and  is  considering  proposing  that  the 
street  be  widened  in  order  to  improve  access.  These  proposed  changes  would  be  subject  to 
Department  of  Public  Works  approval. 

Traffic  Impacts  under  the  Worst-Case  Transit  Method 

Under  the  worst-case  transit  method  (standard  modal  split),  the  amount  of  vehicular 
travel  from  the  project  would  be  about  45  vte  per  day  (about  4  vte  during  the  p.m.  peak 
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hour),  which  would  add  about  15  vte  per  day  to  Ewer  Place  and  about  30  vte  per  day  to 
Sproule  Lane  (the  latter  an  increase  of  about  6  %  over  existing  vte). 

Under  the  worst-case  transit  method,  which  is  best-case  for  vehicular  traffic,  the  project 
would  add  a  maximum  of  about  3  vte  to  Sproule  Lane  /  Sacramento  St.  in  the  peak  p.m. 
hour.  Addition  of  this  estimated  project  traffic  volume  would  represent  a  0.6%  increase 
on  Sacramento  St.,  a  1.3%  increase  on  Taylor  St.  (if  all  of  the  project  traffic  turned  either 
north  or  south  on  Taylor  St.,  rather  than  proceeding  west  on  Sacramento  St.  beyond  Taylor 
St.),  and  a  10%  increase  on  Sproule  Lane.  Intersection  operations  would  be  unaffected  by 
the  project  traffic.  The  increase  in  traffic  on  streets  adjacent  to  the  project  would  not  be 
sufficient  to  cause  a  change  in  traffic  operations  with  respect  to  existing  capacity  of  the 
street  system. 

Traffic  Impacts  under  the  Worst-Case  Traffic  Method 

The  project  parking  garage  would  have  entrances  on  Ewer  Place  and  Sproule  Lane. 
Approximately  35  spaces  would  be  accessible  from  Ewer  Place;  the  remaining  72  would  be 
reached  via  Sproule  Lane.  If  the  travel  from  each  garage  level  is  assumed  to  be 
proportional  to  the  number  of  parking  spaces  on  each  level,  then  the  project  could  add 
about  145  vte  per  day  to  Ewer  Place  and  about  285  vte  per  day  to  Sproule  Lane.  In  the 
p.m.  peak-hour,  traffic  additions  would  be  about  15  vte  to  Ewer  Place  and  about  30  vte  to 
Sproule  Lane.  Even  in  this  worst-case  for  traffic  generation,  the  absolute  volumes  on 
both  Sproule  Lane  and  Ewer  Place  would  not  exceed  the  capacity  of  the  two  streets  to 
caqry  traffic  (although  the  daily  increase  on  Sproule  Lane  would  be  about  60  %  of  the 
existing  traffic  volume  of  about  500  vte  per  day;  the  p.m.  peak-hour  increase  would  be 
100%). 

The  addition  of  30  vte  generated  by  the  project  on  Sproule  Lane  at  Sacramento  St.  and 
onto  Sacramento  and  Taylor  Sts.  in  the  vicinity  of  the  project  site  during  the  p.m.  peak 
hour  (one  vehicle  every  two  minutes),  would  not  decrease  the  Levels  of  Service  on  those 
streets,  from  their  A  rating.  The  capacity  analysis  based  on  the  worst-case  traffic 
approach  indicates  that  project  traffic  added  to  base  traffic  in  the  year  2000  would 
increase  the  v/c  ratios  at  the  intersections  of  Sacramento  St.  with  Taylor  and  Mason  Sts. 
to  0.55  and  0.46,  respectively,  from  0.54  and  0.45./8/  The  Level  of  Service  would  thus 
remain  at  A;  the  traffic  increases  from  the  project  and  other  developments  would  not 
alter  traffic  operations  to  the  point  that  transit  operations  would  be  adversely  affected. 
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Total  effective  p.m.-peak-hour  traffic  volumes  at  the  Clay/Mason  and  Clay/laylor 
intersections  are  smaller  than  those  at  the  Sacramento/Taylor  intersection.  Therefore, 
although  the  project  would  add  traffic  to  Clay  St.,  and  to  a  lesser  extent  to  Tvlason  St.,  the 
amount  of  additional  traffic  would  not  be  sufficient  to  affect  operations  at  those 
intersections,  and  would  not  have  a  substantial  effect  on  traffic  movement,  or  on  transit 
operations.  Effects  at  intersections  closer  to  Downtown  and  the  financial  district  would 
be  statistically  insignificant,  because  of  further  dispersion  of  project  traffic  beyond  the 
project  block. 

A  more  likely  assumption  about  actual  travel  from  the  project  would  be  a  distribution 
somewhere  between  the  worst  case  for  vehicular  travel  and  the  worst  case  (standard 
modal  split)  for  transit  travel. 

PARKING 

The  project  would  provide  107  parking  spaces  on-site.  The  City  Planning  Code  requires 
one  space  for  each  dwelling  unit,  or  71  spaces,  and  permits  up  to  150%  of  that 
requirement  as  accessory  parking  (Section  204.5(c)),  for  a  maximum  total  of  107  spaces 
for  the  project.  Census  tract  data  for  1970  and  1980  indicate  that  approximately  50%  of 
the  households  in  Census  Tract  112,  in  which  the  project  is  located,  own  at  least  one 
automobile,  with  an  average  of  1.3  vehicles  per  household  for  those  households  owning 
automobiles  in  1980.  If  automobile  ownership  for  the  project  were  equivalent  to  that  in 
the  Census  Tract  as  a  whole,  the  project  resident  parking  demand  would  be  approximately 
46  spaces;  parking  demand  from  visitors  would  increase  this  number. 

A  recent  study  of  parking  demand  for  San  Francisco  condominium  complexes  (Park  Hill 
Residential  Final  EIR,  82.358E,  Department  of  City  Planning,  certified  June  30,  1983) 
indicates  that  the  total  parking  demand  by  residents  and  visitors  could  be  in  the  range  of 
0.8  to  1.1  spaces  per  unit,  or  57  to  78  spaces  (see  Appendix  D,  p.  A-32,  for  further 
discussion).  The  project  sponsor  has  indicated  that  the  project  parking  facility  would  be 
open  to  both  residents  and  guests.  Therefore,  all  project  parking  demand  could  be 
accommodated  on-site,  and  the  project  would  not  increase  the  demand  for  on-street 
parking  in  the  project  area.  This  is  consistent  with  Objective  3  of  the  Citywide  Parking 
Plan  of  the  Transportation  Element  of  the  Master  Plan,  which  states  that  the  size  of  many 
residential  streets  "and  the  need  to  provide  free  flows  for  traffic  limits  the  number  of 
on-street  parking  spaces.  Increased  parking  facilities,  especially  off  the  street,  need  to 
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be  made  available."  The  number  of  parking  spaces  proposed  would  not  be  consistent  with 
Objective  1,  Policy  1  of  the  City  wide  Parking  Plan,  which  calls  for  a  demonstrated 
demand  for  additional  parking  spaces  resulting  from  a  project  and  a  clearly  established 
need  for  desired  accessory  parking,  because  the  project  supplies  more  parking  spaces  than 
the  code  requires  (and  may  provide  more  than  the  total  project  demand). 

An  afternoon  survey  of  on-street  parking  in  the  project  vicinity  showed  that  almost  all  of 
the  curbside  space  is  filled  on  both  Sacramento  St.  and  Sproule  Lane./9/  Considerable 
illegal  parking  (as  many  as  twice  the  legally  parked  vehicles)  was  observed  on  Sproule 
Lane  during  the  survey.  The  on-street  parking  situation  demonstrates  the  need  to 
accommodate  visitor  parking  on-site  in  the  project  garage.  The  project  sponsor  proposes 
to  install  bollards  along  the  east  side  of  Sproule  Lane  to  discourage  illegal  parking;  this 
would  be  subject  to  Department  of  Public  Works  approval. 

PEDESTRIANS  .  , 

The  standard-modal-split  approach,  which  is  worst-case  for  transit  demand,  is  also 
worst-case  for  generation  of  walk  trips.  Under  this  approach,  the  project  would  add  about 
15  pedestrians  (plus  about  35  persons  walking  to  transit  stops)  to  the  Sacramento  St. 
sidewalk  in  front  of  the  project  site  in  the  p.m.  peak  hour,  or  about  one  pedestrian  every 
minute.  This  would  have  a  statistically  insignificant  impact  on  pedestrian  flow  in  the 
area.  Under  the  worst-case-traffic  approach,  the  project  would  generate  fewer 
pedestrian  trips  (approaching  zero)  than  under  the  worst-case-transit  approach,  and  thus 
would  have  less  impact  on  sidewalk  operations. 

CUMULATIVE  RESIDENTIAL-DEVELOPMENT  IMPACTS 

Because  of  the  residential  nature  of  the  project  and  of  approved  and  proposed 
development  in  the  vicinity,  travel  from  the  project  and  approved  and  proposed  residential 
development  in  the  vicinity  would  not  represent  new  travel  over  and  above  the  travel 
increase  assumed  to  occur  as  the  result  of  cumulative  downtown  commercial 
development.  In  the  analysis  of  future  travel  impacts  presented  in  the  Downtown  Plan 
Draft  EIR  (Department  of  City  Planning,  March  16,  1984,  pp.  IV.E.l  to  47),  the  regional 
distribution  and  modal  split  used  to  distribute  the  travel  from  cumulative  development  in 
the  C-3  District  assume  that  about  50  %  of  the  year^2000  travel  would  be  made  by  San 
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Francisco  residents.  Thus,  to  count  both  the  future  residential  travel  and  the  total  travel 
from  the  downtown  cumulative  development  is  to  double  count  the  effect  of  the  proposed 
residential  development.  Although  the  effects  of  residential  development  are  included  in 
the  method  of  analysis  of  cumulative  effects  of  office  and  retail  development 
(Department  of  City  Planning  Transportation  Guidelines,  September  1983),  the  following 
analysis  has  been  conducted  for  localized  (project  vicinity)  cumulative  impacts  from 
nearby  developments. 

Residential  developments  proposed  in  the  project  area  (within  two  blocks  of  the  project 
site)  are  shown  in  Appendix  D,  Table  D-2,  p.  A-35.  Residential  units  under  review, 
approved,  or  under  construction  in  the  project  area,  would  add  a  cumulative  daily  total  of 
590  person  trip-ends  to  the  streets  in  the  vicinity.  Of  these,  about  60  would  be  in  the 
evening  peak  hour.  In  combination  with  project  trips,  this  would  result  in  an  additional 
115  p.m.  peak-hour  trips.  Under  the  worst-case  transit  analysis  the  trips  would  be 
distributed  as  follows:  75  by  transit,  30  walking,  and  10  by  vehicles  (8  vte).  If  the 
worst-case  traffic  assumptions  were  applied  to  all  five  projects,  the  new  vehicular  travel 
in  the  p.m.  peak-hour  would  approach  95  vte.  Such  increases  would  not  be  noticeable 
within  the  daily  fluctuation  of  travel  (additional  transit  demand  would  be  accommodated 
by  the  noted  improvements  in  transit  capacity,  and  additional  vehicular-traffic  generation 
would  not  of  itself  have  a  substantial  effect  on  circulation  in  the  area).  Additionally, 
because  the  project  and  cumulative  traffic  increases  would  be  minimal,  transit  operations 
in  the  vicinity  would  not  be  affected  by  increased  vehicular  travel  from  the  residential 
projects. 

SERVICE  VEHICLES  AND  LOADING 

On  the  basis  of  service  vehicle  and  loading  data  presented  in  the  Center  City  Pedestrian 
Circulation  and  Goods  Movement  Study  (Wilbur  Smith  and  Associates,  September  1983), 
the  project,  upon  completion,  would  generate  about  six  service-vehicle/truck  stops  per 
day.  These  stops  would  include  commercial-plated  autos,  vans,  pickups,  single-unit 
trucks,  and  semis. 

Under  the  City  Planning  Code  formula,  (Section  152,  Article  1.5),  the  amount  of  floor 
area  proposed  for  the  project  would  require  the  provision  of  one  off-street  loading  dock; 
the  project  would  comply  with  this  requirement.  The  loading  dock  would  be  accessible 
from  Ewer  Place;  additional  loading  could  occur  at  the  passenger  drop  off/pick-up  motor 
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Francisco  residents.  Thus,  to  count  both  the  future  residential  travel  and  the  total  travel 
from  the  downtown  cumulative  development  is  to  double  count  the  effect  of  the  proposed 
residential  development.  Although  the  effects  of  residential  development  are  included  in 
the  method  of  analysis  of  cumulative  effects  of  office  and  retail  development 
(Department  of  City  Planning  Transportation  Guidelines,  September  1983),  the  following 
analysis  has  been  conducted  for  localized  (project  vicinity)  cumulative  impacts  from 
nearby  developments. 

Residential  developments  proposed  in  the  project  area  (within  two  blocks  of  the  project 
site)  are  shown  in  Appendix  D,  Table  D-2,  p.  A-35.  Residential  units  under  review, 
approved,  or  under  construction  in  the  project  area,  would  add  a  cumulative  daily  total  of 
590  person  trip-ends  to  the  streets  in  the  vicinity.  Of  these,  about  60  would  be  in  the 
evening  peak  hour.  In  combination  with  project  trips,  this  would  result  in  an  additional 
115  p.m.  peak-hour  trips.  Under  the  worst-case  transit  analysis  the  trips  would  be 
distributed  as  follows:  75  by  transit,  30  walking,  and  10  by  vehicles  (8  vte).  If  the 
worst-case  traffic  assumptions  were  applied  to  all  five  projects,  the  new  vehicular  travel 
in  the  p.m.  peak-hour  would  approach  95  vte.  Such  increases  would  not  be  noticeable 
within  the  daily  fluctuation  of  travel  (additional  transit  demand  would  be  accommodated 
by  the  noted  improvements  in  transit  capacity,  and  additional  vehicular-traffic  generation 
would  not  of  itself  have  a  substantial  effect  on  circulation  in  the  area).  Additionally, 
because  the  project  and  cumulative  traffic  increases  would  be  minimal,  transit  operations 
in  the  vicinity  would  not  be  affected  by  increased  vehicular  travel  from  the  residential 
projects. 

SERVICE  VEHICLES  AND  LOADING 

On  the  basis  of  service  vehicle  and  loading  data  presented  in  the  Center  City  Pedestrian 
Circulation  and  Goods  Movement  Study  (Wilbur  Smith  and  Associates,  September  1983), 
the  project,  upon  completion,  would  generate  about  six  service-vehicle/truck  stops  per 
day.  These  stops  would  include  commercial-plated  autos,  vans,  pickups,  single-unit 
trucks,  and  semis. 

Under  the  City  Planning  Code  formula  (Section  152,  Article  1.5),  the  amount  of  floor  area 
proposed  for  the  project  would  require  the  provision  of  one  off-street  loading  dock;  the 
project  would  comply  with  this  requirement.  The  loading  dock  would  be  accessible  from 
Ewer  Place;  additional  loading  could  occur  at  the  passenger  drop-off/pick-up  motor 
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court  in  front  of  the  project,  accessible  from  Sacramento  St.  Amendments  to  the  City 
Planning  Code  affecting  off-street  parking  and  loading  requirements  were  proposed  in 
June  1984. /lO/  These  changes  were  proposed  to  implement  Department  of  City  Planning 
policy  as  stated  in  the  proposed  Downtown  Plan  and  in  City  Planning  Commission 
Resolution  No.  9286.  The  code  revisions  would  not  affect  the  loading  requirements  for 
the  project. 


NOTES  -  Traffic,  Circulation  and  Parking 

/I/  Construction  data  supplied  by  John  Cahill,  Cahill  Contractors,  Inc.,  telephone 
conversation,  May  16,  1983. 

Ill  San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning,  Transportation  Guidelines  for 
Environmental  Impact  Review;  Transportation  Impacts,  September  1983.  This  document 
describes  the  procedure  used  to  calculate  travel  demand  from  the  project.  A  trip 
generation  rate  of  7.5  pte  per  dwelling  unit  was  used  to  generate  travel  from  the  project. 
The  September  1983  Transportation  Guidelines  are  on  file  and  available  for  public  review 
at  the  Office  of  Environmental  Review,  45U  rvicAllister  Street,  Fifth  Floor,  San  Francisco, 
CA  94102. 

/3/  The  standard  modal  split  is  shown  in  Table  E-3,  Appendix  E,  p.  398,  of  the  333  Bush 
Street  Final  EIR  (EE81.461E),  Department  of  City  Planning,  certified  December  16,  1982. 

/4/  Muni  data  from  the  Transportation  Guidelines,  Department  of  City  Planning, 
September  1983. 

/5/  Data  source  for  transit  stop  analysis:  Tvlanual  counts  of  persons  boarding  and  leaving 
the  1-California  MUNI  coaches  at  the  transit  stop  on  Sacramento  St.  near  Sproule  Lane 
during  the  period  2:00  p.m.  to  6:00  p.m.  on  Wednesday,  September  21,  1983. 

/6/  Regarding  the  appropriateness  of  the  use  of  Five-Year  Plan  data,  Section  E.2.1.1, 
p.  C(5cR-E.31,  Volume  3:  Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses  for  the  Downtown  Plan 
EIR  (EE81.3,  Department  of  City  Planning,  September,  1984)  contains  a  full  discussion  of 
this  topic.  This  section  is  incorporated  by  reference  into  this  document. 

Ill  Data  sources  for  traffic  analysis:  p.m.  peak-hour  (4:45-5:45  p.m.)  manual  turning 
movement  counts  (Wednesday,  June  8,  1983)  at  the  intersection  of  Taylor  and  Sacramento 
Sts.  (includes  vehicles  leaving  Sproule  Lane);  24-hour  machine  traffic  counts  on 
Wednesday-Friday,  September  21-23,  1983  on  Sproule  Lane  (one  at  each  end  of  the  street), 
Sacramento  St.,  Mason  St.,  Taylor  St.,  Clay  St.,  and  Ewer  Place;  manual  turning 
movement  counts  conducted  on  Thursday,  Friday,  and  Saturday,  February  2-4,  1984  during 
the  hours  4:00  p.m.  to  8.O0  p.m.  at  the  intersections  of  Sacramento  St.  with  Mason  and 
Taylor  Sts. 

/8/  San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning,  Downtown  Plan  Draft  EIR,  EE81.3,  March 
16,  1984,  pp.  IV.E.l  to  47. 

/9/  Observations  on  June  8,  1983  of  on-street  parking  conditions  on  Sproule  Lane, 
Sacramento  St.,  Mason  St.,  Taylor  St.,  and  Ewer  Place. 

710/  San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning,  Proposed  Amendments  to  the  City 
Planning  Code  to  Implement  the  Downtown  Plan,  June  1984,  p.  68. 
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the  project.  If  the  HC  emission  reduction  strategies  adopted  in  the  1982  Bay  Area  Air 
Quality  Plan  are  successful,  ozone  concentrations  are  expected  to  attain  the  national 
standard  by  1987. 

It  is  possible  that  excess  NOx  emissions  generated  by  the  project  could  contribute  to  a 
cumulative  increase  in  ozone  and/or  nitrogenous  oxidant  concentrations  further  downwind, 
outside  the  Bay  Area.  In  addition,  incremental  NOx  emissions  generated  by  the  project 
could  contribute  to  a  cumulative  reduction  in  visibility,  or,  to  a  relatively  small  extent,  to 
a  cumulative  increase  in  acid  rain  further  downwind,  outside  the  Bay  Area. 

Curbside  CO  concentrations  at  selected  intersections  affected  by  project-generated 
traffic  were  projected  for  worst-case  conditions  and  are  compared  with  the  ambient 
standards  in  Table  7,  p.  84.  These  projections  were  calculated  using  a  revised  version  of 
the  Modified  Linear  Rollback  (MLR)  method  which  was  developed  for  The  Downtown  Plan 
EIR. 

No  excesses  of  the  Federal  or  State  CO  standards  are  projected  under  any  scenario  at 
either  intersection.  CO  concentrations  are  predicted  to  be  less  in  2000  than  in  1984.  The 
projected  effects  of  ongoing  state  and  federal  emissions  controls  on  new  vehicles  (and  the 
retirement  of  older,  more  polluting  vehicles)  would  more  than  offset  the  increases  in 
traffic  volumes  and  traffic  congestion  due  to  project  and  cumulative  development. 

Emissions  of  TSP  generated  by  the  project  would  contribute  to  a  cumulative  increase  in 
TSP  concentrations,  which  could  increase  the  frequency  of  TSP  standard  violations  in  San 
Francisco,  with  concomitant  health  effects  and  reduced  visibility. 

However,  many  of  the  project-related  vehicle  trips  have  already  been  counted  in 
cumulative  traffic  going  to  and  from  new  office  and  retail  developments  in  San  Francisco; 
in  addition,  some  project  residents  could  already  be  living  in  San  Francisco.  Thus,  most  of 
the  increases  of  NO  CO  and  TSP  indicated  above  would  not  be  additional  increases  in 
pollutants,  since  they  have  already  been  considered  in  cumulative  analyses. 
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TABLE  7:  PROJECTED       WORST-CASE       CURBSIDE      CARBON  AIONOXIDE 

CONCENTRATIONS  AT  SELECTED  INTERSECTIONS 


Concentrations  (ppm)  /a/ 


Intersection 

Averaging 
Time 

1984 

Cumulative 
2000 

Cumulative  Plus 
Project  2000 

Sacramento  6: 

1-hour 

9.3 

6.9 

6.9 

Taylor 

8-hour 

7.1 

5.1 

5.1 

Sacramento  &: 

1-hour 

8.9 

6.6 

6.7 

Mason 

8-hour 

6.7 

4.8 

4.8 

/a/  Calculations  for  all  scenarios  were  made  for  worst-case  (poor  dispersion)  meteorology, 
using  a  revised  version  of  the  Modified  Linear  Rollback  (MLR)  method.  Background 
concentrations  were  calculated  to  be  7.4  ppm  for  one  hour  and  5.8  ppm  for  eight  hours  in 
1984,  and  5.7  ppm  for  one  hour  and  4.5  ppm  for  eight  hours  in  2000.  The  one-hour  state 
standard  is  20  ppm,  the  one-hour  national  standard  is  35  ppm,  and  the  eight-hour  state  and 
national  standard  is  9  ppm. 

SOURCE:  ESA 


The  project  would  not  conflict  with  the  pollution  reduction  strategies  recommended  by 
the  19  82  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Plan.  These  strategies  consist  primarily  of  HC  and  CO 
emission  controls  on  stationary  sources  and  motor  vehicles,  and  transportation 
improvements,  and  are  aimed  at  attaining  the  national  ozone  and  CO  standards.  As 
discussed  above,  emissions  associated  with  the  project  are  not  projected  by  this  EIR  to 
increase  ozone  concentrations  or  to  result  in  violations  of  CO  standards,  and  thus  would 
not  conflict  with  the  objectives  of  the  1982  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Plan. 

E.  NOISE 

The  noise  environment  of  the  project  site  is  dominated  by  vehicular  traffic,  including 
trucks,  automobiles,  emergency  vehicles  and  buses.  The  Environmental  Protection 
Element  of  the  Comprehensive  Plan  indicates  a  1974  day-night  average  noise  level  (Ldn) 
of  75  dBA  on  Sacramento  St. /1, 2/  Noise  measurements  taken  in  1984  along  Sacramento 
St.  at  the  project  site  during  a  weekday  p.m.  peak-hour/3/  indicate  an  Leq  of  69  dBA/4/ 
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and  an  Lmax  of  82  d3A/5/.  A  peak-hour  Leq  of  69  dBA  in  a  traffic-dominated  noise 
environment  implies  an  Ldn  of  about  66  dBA. 

On  the  basis  of  the  worst-case  traffic  method  during  the  peak-hour,  project  operation 
would  result  in  a  6  %  increase  in  traffic  on  Sacramento  St.,  and  a  100%  increase  in  traffic 
on  Sproule  Lane.  A  6%  increase  in  traffic  would  increase  noise  levels  along  Sacramento 
St.  by  less  than  0.3  dBA.  A  100  %  increase  in  traffic  on  Sproule  Lane,  ignoring  all  other 
noise  sources  in  the  area  (mainly  traffic  on  Sacramento  and  Clay  Sts.),  would  result  in  an 
increase  in  noise  levels  along  Sproule  Lane  of  about  3  dBA.  However,  because  of 
background  noise  levels  in  the  area  and  the  logarithmic  nature  of  the  decibel  scale,  the 
actual  increase  in  noise  would  be  less  than  this  by  1-2  dBA.  A  1-2  dBA  increase  in 
time-averaged  environmental  noise  is  imperceptible  to  the  untrained  human  ear.  No 
time-averaged  noise  impact  associated  with  increased  traffic  due  to  the  project  would 
therefore  be  expected.  Noise  from  individual  vehicles  would  be  distinguishable,  especially 
along  the  portion  of  Sproule  Lane  midway  between  Clay  and  Sacramento  Sts.,  and  along 
Ewer  Place. 

NOTES  -  Noise 

/I/  Ldn,  the  day-night  average  noise  level  measurement,  is  based  on  human  reaction  to 
cumulative  noise  exposure  over  a  24-hour  period,  which  takes  into  account  the  greater 
annoyance  of  nighttime  noises.  Noise  between  10  p.m.  and  7  a.m.  is  weighted  10  dBA 
higher  than  daytime  noise. 

/2/  A  decibel  (dB)  is  a  logarithmic  unit  of  sound  energy  intensity.  Sound  waves,  traveling 
outward  from  a  source,  exert  a  sound  pressure  level  (commonly  called  "sound  level"), 
measured  in  decibels.  A  dBA  is  a  decibel  corrected  for  the  variation  in  frequency 
response  of  the  typical  human  ear  at  commonly  encountered  noise  levels. 

73/  Existing  noise  levels  at  the  project  site  are  based  on  noise  measurements  taken  by 
Environmental  Science  Associates  on  Wednesday,  May  2,  1984  between  4^30  p.m.  and 
5:30  p.m. 

74/  Leq  is  the  equivalent  steady-state  sound  level  which  in  a  stated  period  of  time  would 
contain  the  same  acoustic  energy  as  the  time-varying  sound  level  during  the  same  time 
period. 

757  Lmax  is  the  maximum  noise  intensity  reached  during  the  period  of  time  of  the 
measurement. 

767  CNEL,  which  has  an  additional  penalty  (beyond  the  Ldn)  of  5  dBA  between  7:00  p.m. 
and  10K)0  p.m.,  is  approximately  equivalent  to  Ldn  in  a  traffic-dominated  noise 
environment. 
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F.     ENERGY  r 


Existing  energy  use  on-site  is  minimal.  Most  of  the  site  is  vacant,  and  the  existing 
townhouse  is  occupied  intermittently. 

Site  development,  fabrication  and  transportation  of  building  materials,  worker 
transportation,  and  building  construction  would  require  about  116  billion  Btu  (equivalent 
to  energy  from  about  20,000  barrels  of  oil)  of  gasoline,  diesel  fuel,  natural  gas,  and 
electricity./ 1,2/ 

Electricity  and  natural  gas  for  project  operation  would  be  provided  by  PG<5dE./3/ 
Electricity  would  be  used  for  lighting,  air  conditioning,  space  heating  (water-to-air  heat 
pumps;  only  the  pumps  would  be  electrically  powered),  ventilation,  elevator  operation, 
office-equipment  operation,  cooking,  and  plumbing  system  pumping.  Natural  gas  would  be 
used  for  space  heating  (water-to-air  heat  pumps;  the  water  would  be  heated  by  energy 
derived  from  natural  gas)  and  water  heating.  The  project  would  not  incorporate  solar  or 
other  renewable  energy  sources. 

Annual  project  energy  consumption  is  shown  in  Table  8,  p.  87.  The  project  would  consume 
abouf  270,000  Btu  per  sq.  ft.  annually  or  about  744  Btu  per  sq.  ft.  per  day./4/  Title  24  of 
the  California  Administrative  Code  does  not  specify  performance  standards  for  residential 
uses  over  four  stories  (annual  allowable  energy  budgets);  it  specifies  only  prescriptive 
standards.  The  prescriptive  standards  (required  design  features  that  ensure  a  minimum 
level  of  energy  efficiency)  are  basic  conservation  measures  such  as  weatherstripping: 
appliance  efficiency;  and  wall,  roof  and  pipe  insulation.  Before  a  building  permit  can  be 
issued,  a  licensed  engineer  must  certify  the  building's  compliance  with  Title  24.  The 
project  would  be  designed  to  comply  with  the  prescriptive  standards  by  incorporating 
weatherstripping  and  insulation. 

The  project  would  have  a  connected  electrical  load  of  about  2,500  kilowatts  (kW)  and 
would  consume  about  3  to  3.6  million  kilowatt  hours  (kWh),  or  about  31  to  37  billion  Btu, 
of  electricity  per  year./4/  The  average  monthly  electrical  consumption  would  be  about 
250,000  to  300,000  kWh.  The  projected  average  electrical  consumption  is  about  1.6  to 
1.9  kWh  per  gross  sq.  ft.  per  month.  Peak  electrical  demand  would  be  about  990  kW  and 
would  typically  occur  at  about  7:00  p.m.  on  January  evenings.  This  peak  demand  would 
not  coincide  with  PGdcE's  system-wide  electrical  consumption  peak,  which  occurs  in  late 
afternoon  in  August.  Projected  peak-day  demand  and  average  annual  electrical 
consumption  distribution  curves  are  shown  in  Figure  33,  p.  88.  Because  the  daily  demand 
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TABLE  8:  PROJECTED  ANNUAL  PROJECT  ENERGY  CONSUMPTION 


Building  Operation 


Units  of  Energy      Btu  At-Source     Barrel  Oil  Equiv. 
in  thousands  in  billions(a)  (bbl.  oil) 


Electricity  3,600  kWh  (b)  36.9  6,270 

Natural  Gas  46.7  therms  5.1  874 

Transportation(c) 

Gasoline  (5c  Diesel  34  gallons  4.8  810 

TOTAL  PROJECT  —  46.8  7,954 


(a)  1  kWh  =  10,239  Btu;  1  therm  =  110,000  Btu;  1  gallon  gasoline  =  140,000  Btu; 
1  bbL  oil  =  5.88  million  Btu. 

(b)  maximum  of  range  given 

(c)  for  vehicle  trips  generated  by  the  project. 

SOURCE:         ESA;  Silverman  and  Light,  Inc.;  and  Charles  and  Braun,  Consulting 
Engineers 


curve  shows  kW  demand  averaged  over  each  hour,  that  graph  is  also  a  plot  of  consumption 
in  kWh  in  each  hour. 

The  project  would  consume  about  46,700  therms  (about  5.1  billion  Btu)  of  natural  gas 
annually,  or  about  3,900  therms  (428  million  Btu)  per  month.  Peak  demand  for  natural  gas 
would  be  about  54  therms  per  hour  and  would  occur  on  February  mornings  for  two  hours 
between  6.*00  a.m.  and  8K)0  a.m.  This  would  not  coincide  with  the  PG<5cE  system-wide  peak 
period  for  natural  gas  usage,  which  occurs  in  the  early  evening  hours  in  January. 
Projected  peak-day  demand  and  average  annual  natural  gas  consumption  distribution 
curves  are  shown  in  Figure  34,  p.  89. 

Project-related  transportation  would  cause  additional,  offsite  energy  consumption.  On 
the  basis  of  worst-case  project  vehicular  trip  generation,  described  in  Section  IV. C. 
Transportation,  Circulation  and  Parking,  project-related  trips  would  require  about 
34,000  gallons  of  gasoline  and  diesel  fuel  annually;  or  about  4.8  billion  Btu.  This  projected 
consumption  is  based  upon  the  mix  of  vehicles  expected  in  California  in  1987.  Generally, 
average  vehicle  fuel  use  is  expected  to  decrease  until  1987  as  the  vehicle  fleet  becomes 
more  efficient.  However,  this  would  not  all  be  additional  energy  use  since  many  future 
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project  residents  probably  now  live  and/or  work  in  San  Francisco;  therefore  not  all 
project-related  trips  would  be  new  trips.  Some  project  trips  would  be  counted  in 
cumulative  traffic  as  trips  going  to  and  from  new  office  and  retail  developments.  It  is  not 
possible  at  this  stage  to  calculate  the  number  of  new  trips. 


The  energy  demand  of  the  project  would  not  of  itself  substantially  affect  resource 
extraction,  but  would  contribute  to  cumulative  consumption  that  would  eventually  deplete 
non-renewable  energy  resources. 

By  the  year  1990,  San  Francisco's  electricity  requirements  would  be  about  4.2  billion  kWh 
per  year,  an  11%  increase  from  1984./5/  Peak  demand  in  the  City  would  be  about 
884  megawatts  (MW),  a  14  %  increase  in  six  years./6/  Demand  in  1990  would  exceed  the 
local  capacity  of  792  MW  provided  by  the  Hunters  Point  and  Potrero  power  plants.  About 
35  billion  cu.  ft.  of  natural  gas  would  be  consumed  in  the  City  annually  in  1990. /5/ 


By  the  year  2000,  San  Francisco's  electricity  requirements  would  be  about  5.0  billion  kWh 
per  year,  an  increase  of  about  30%  from  1984.  Peak  demand  in  the  City  would  be  about 
1,000  MW,  a  30  %  increase  in  16  years.  About  35  billion  cu.  ft.  of  natural  gas  would  be 
consumed  in  the  City  annually  by  the  year  2000. /5/ 

NOTES  -  Energy 

/I/  The  British  thermal  unit  (Btu)  is  a  unit  of  heat  energy  equivalent  to  the  quantity  of 
heat  required  to  raise  the  temperature  of  one  pound  of  water  one  degree  Fahrenheit  at 
sea-level;  all  Btu  values  given  in  this  section  are  at-source  values.  All  references  to  Btu 
in  this  report  are  at-source  values,  the  term  "at  source"  means  that  adjustments  have 
been  made  in  the  calculation  of  the  Btu  equivalent  to  account  for  the  energy  required  for 
generation  and  transmission,  as  specified  in  Energy  Conservation  and  Design  Manual  for 
New  Nonresidential  Buildings,  Energy  Resource  Conservation  and  Development 
Commission,  1977. 

Ill  Hannon,  B.,  et  al.,  1978,  "Energy  and  Labor  in  the  Construction  Sector,"  Science  202: 
837-847. 

/3/  PG<5cE  indicates  that  its  electricity  and  natural  gas  distribution  systems  in  the  site 
vicinity  are  adequate  to  serve  the  project  (Rocco  Coliccia,  Industrial  Power  Engineer, 
PG&E,  telephone  conversation.  May  4,  1984). 

/4/  The  discussion  of  operational  energy  consumption  is  based  on  information  provided  by 
Silverman  and  Light,  Consulting  Engineers,  and  Charles  <5c  Braun,  Consulting  Engineers; 
this  information  is  on  file  and  available  for  public  review  at  the  San  Francisco 
Department  of  City  Planning,  Office  of  Environmental  Review,  450  McAllister  Street, 
Fifth  Floor. 
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/5/  Estimate  based  on  most  current  data  and  projections  of  future  trends;  see  City  and 
County  of  San  Francisco,  Draft  Downtown  Plan  EIR,  Appendix  N,  for  detailed  description 
of  estimation  methods. 

76/  PG(5cE  records  show  that  the  City  consumed  3.61  billion  kVVh  in  1980,  and  3.66  billion 
kWh  each  in  1981  and  1982  (Gerald  Tyson,  ?vlarketing  Supervisor,  PGdcE,  letter  dated, 
November  7,  1983).  New  development  between  1981  and  1984  in  the  downtown  would 
increase  citywide  requirements  by  a  total  of  about  150  million  kVVh  for  the  three  years 
(see  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  Draft  Downtown  EIR,  Appendix  N).  PG&E 
projects  citywide  electricity  demand  to  be  775  MW  in  1984  and  884  MW  in  1990. 


G.  HAZARDS 

Fire  Department  and  emergency  vehicle  access  to  the  project  would  be  from  Sacramento 
St.,  Sproule  Lane  and  Ewer  Place.  The  Fire  Department  would  require  a  panel  room  of 
approximately  80  square  feet  near  the  main  entrance  from  Sacramento  St.,  which  would 
enclose  controls  for  fans,  detectors,  fire  alarms,  smoke  evacuation  switches  and  other 
items  required  by  Building  Code  Section  1807.  It  could  be  possible  to  include  these  panels 
in  the  manager's  office  or  building-maintenance  /  concierge  office.  Stairways  would  have 
to  exit  onto  both  Ewer  Place  and  Sproule  Lane.  On  the  roof  level,  the  Fire  Department 
requires  access  to  roof  decks  on  both  sides  of  the  building. /I/  The  project  architect  has 
indicated  that  the  project  would  comply  with  all  Fire  Department  requirements./2/ 

As  it  now  exists,  Ewer  Place  would  not  qualify  as  a  required  means  of  access  for 
firefighting  vehicles,  since  it  is  narrow  and  overgrown  and  is  a  dead  end.  On  project 
completion.  Ewer  Place  would  not  be  required  by  the  Fire  Department  for  access 
(although  if  necessary  the  Fire  Department  could  use  Ewer  Place).  Sproule  Lane  is 
adequate  as  access  for  emergency  vehicles,  although  illegally  parked  vehicles  could 
present  a  problem.  Sacramento  St.  is  also  adequate  for  access  of  emergency  vehicles.  If 
a  fire  were  to  occur,  traffic  problems  would  result  because  of  the  positioning  of 
firefighting  equipment.  This  would  be  the  case  in  the  event  of  a  fire  in  any  building  on 
Sacramento  St.  in  this  area./3/ 

NOTES  -  Hazards 

III  James  Webb,  AIA,  Kaplan/McLaughlin/Diaz  and  Jack  Gustafson,  San  Francisco 
Building  Department,  met  to  discuss  Fire  Department  requirements  of  the  proposed 
project.  Their  meeting  was  recorded  in  a  memorandum  dated  September  21,  1983,  and  is 
summarized  here. 
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111  Clark  Manus,  Project  Architect,  Kaplan/McLaughlin/Diaz,  telephone  conversation, 
August  22,  1984. 

/3/  Edward  J.  Phipps,  Assistant  Chief  Support  Services,  San  Francisco  Fire  Department, 
letter  to  Robert  J.  McCarthy,  Attorney  at  Law,  November  29,  1983. 


H.     GROWTH  INDUCEMENT 


After  full  occupancy,  the  population  of  the  site  would  increase  to  about  150  persons.  The 
increase  in  population  would  be  four  percent  of  the  total  1980  population  in  the  Census 
Tract,  No.  112,  which  is  bounded  by  California,  Powell,  Leavenworth  and  Washington  Sts. 
The  project  would  be  an  infill  project  and  would  be  a  continuation  of  existing  residential 
uses  in  the  area.  The  increased  population  would  increase  the  demand  for  retail  services 
in  the  Nob  Hill  area.  The  project  would  probably  not  of  itself  encourage  additional 
residential  development  as  the  surrounding  area  is  already  predominantly  residential  and 
potential  nearby  development  sites  are  limited.  The  vacant  parcel  of  land  between  Ewer 
Place  and  Malvina  Place,  which  abuts  the  site  to  the  east  (not  included  in  the  project)  is  a 
potential  development  site  in  the  project  vicinity;  development  on  the  site  is  constrained 
by  more  restrictive  height  limitations  and  zoning,  and  less  favorable  exposure./l/ 

NOTE  -  Growth  Inducement 

/I/  Rob  Cummins,  Summa  Resources,  Inc.,  telephone  conversation,  August  20,  1984. 
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V.     MITIGATION  MEASURES  WHICH  WOULD  MINIMIZE  THE  POTENTIAL  IMPACTS  OF 
THE  PROJECT 


In  the  course  of  project  planning  and  design,  measures  have  been  identified  that  would 
reduce  or  eliminate  potential  environmental  impacts  of  the  proposed  project.  Some  of 
these  measures  have  been  or  would  be  adopted  by  the  project  sponsor,  project  architects 
or  contractors  (mitigation  measures  included  as  part  of  the  project  and  presented  in  the 
Initial  Study  are  reproduced  below).  Some  may  be  implemented  by  public  agencies;  the 
remainder  are  not  included  in  the  project.  The  City  Planning  Commission  could  require 
that  some  or  all  of  these  measures  be  included  as  conditions  of  project  approval. 

Each  mitigation  measure  and  its  status  are  discussed  below.  Where  a  measure  has  not 
been  included  in  the  project,  the  reasons  for  this  are  discussed. 

URBAN  DESIGN,  VISUAL  QUALITY  AND  ARCHITECTURAL  RESOURCES 

Proposed  as  Part  of  the  Project 

The  design  components  of  the  building  are  intended  to  complement  the  historic 
nature  of  the  area.  The  strong  vertical  lines  of  the  project  reflect  the  design  of  both 
the  Nob  Hill  Condominiums  and  the  Park  Lane  Apartments.  Modifying  the  original 
project  design,  the  project  architect  increased  the  proportion  of  granite  to  glass  in 
order  to  complement  the  Park  Lane  Apartments  more  closely. 

SHADOWS 

Proposed  as  Part  of  the  Project 

The  building  has  been  designed  to  add  no  new  shadow  to  the  Chinese  Recreation 
Center  playground  (at  Mason  and  Washington  Sts.)  at  any  time. 
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TRANSPORTATION 

Proposed  as  Part  of  the  Project 

The  intended  presence  of  a  valet  would  limit  parking  violations  in  the  Sacramento  St. 
drop-off  area. 

Placement  of  bollards  along  the  east  side  of  Sproule  Lane,  to  discourage  illegal 
parking,  would  improve  visibility  and  safety  and  reduce  congestion  and  traffic 
problems  on  Sproule. 

During  the  construction  period,  construction  truck  movement  would  be  permitted 
only  between  9.*00  a.m.  and  4:00  p.m.  to  minimize  peak-hour  traffic  conflicts.  The 
project  sponsor  and  construction  contractor  would  meet  with  the  Traffic  Engineering 
Division  of  the  Bureau  of  Engineering  of  the  Department  of  Public  Works,  the  Fire 
Department,  Muni  and  the  Department  of  City  Planning  to  determine  feasible  traffic 
mitigation  measures  to  reduce  traffic  congestion  during  construction  of  this  project 
and  other  nearby  projects. 

The  project  sponsor  would,  in  consultation  with  the  Municipal  Railway,  install 
eyebolts  or  make  provisions  for  direct  attachments  of  eyebolts  for  Muni  trolley  wires 
on  the  proposed  building  wherever  necessary  or  agree  to  waive  the  right  to  refuse  the 
attachment  of  eyebolts  to  the  proposed  building  if  such  attachment  is  done  at  City 
expense. 

The  project  sponsor  is  proposing  to  repave  and  possibly  widen  Ewer  Place;  this  would 
facilitate  vehicular  circulation  there. 

AIR  QUALITY 

Proposed  as  Part  of  the  Project 

The  project  sponsor  would  require  in  the  construction  contract  that  the  project 
contractor  sprinkle  demolition  sites  with  water  continuously  during  demolition 
activity;  sprinkle  unpaved  construction  areas  with  water  at  least  twice  per  day;  cover 
stockpiles  of  soil,  sand,  and  other  such  material;  cover  trucks  hauling  debris,  soil 
sand,  or  other  such  material;  and  sweep  streets  surrounding  demolition  and 
construction  sites  at  least  once  per  day  to  reduce  TSP  emissions. 
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The  project  sponsor  would  require  in  the  construction  contract  that  the  project 
contractor  maintain  and  operate  construction  equipment  so  as  to  minimize  exhaust 
emissions  of  TSP  and  other  pollutants,  by  such  means  as  a  prohibition  on  idling  motors 
when  equipment  is  not  in  use  or  when  trucks  are  waiting  in  queues,  and 
implementation  of  specific  maintenance  programs  (to  reduce  emissions)  for 
equipment  that  would  be  in  frequent  use  for  much  of  a  construction  period. 

Water-based  or  latex  paints  would  be  used  on  all  interior  walls,  rather  than  oil-based 
paints,  which  emit  hydrocarbons  while  drying;  this  would  reduce  hydrocarbon  release 
from  drying  paint  by  about  60%. 

ENERGY 

Proposed  as  Part  of  the  Project 

Space  heating  would  be  provided  by  water-to-air  heat  pumps  which  themselves  would 
be  operated  by  electricity;  the  water  would  be  heated  by  natural  gas.  This  would  be 
an  energy-efficient  method  of  heating  the  building. 

Operable  windows  would  be  used  for  the  primary  source  of  ventilation  and  cooling,  to 
reduce  energy  used  in  air  conditioning. 

All  units  would  be  electrically  sub-metered  for  most  efficient  use  of  energy. 

Under  Consideration  by  Project  Sponsor 

Pilotless  natural  gas  appliances  for  all  installed  cooking  and  clothes-drying  equipment 
could  be  specified;  clothes-drying  equipment  powered  by  natural  gas  rather  than 
electricity  could  reduce  energy  consumption  and  cost.  (Mechanical  engineers  may 
recommend  to  architects.) 

Swimming  pool  heating  may  be  provided  with  waste  heat  from  the  main  boiler. 
(Mechanical  engineer  could  recommend,  if  feasible.) 

Active  solar  domestic  water  heating  could  be  used  to  reduce  the  demand  for  natural 
gas. 
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A  central  computer  to  control  HVAC  systems  (and  security  and  life  safety  systems) 
could  be  used;  it  would  ensure  efficient  use  of  energy. 

An  auxiliary  heat  exchanger  for  preheating  domestic  hot  water  with  heat  rejected  by 
the  HVAC  condenser  water  system  would  reduce  the  amount  of  energy  needed  to  heat 
domestic  water. 

Solid-waste  storage  facilities  with  separate  storage  facilities  for  newspapers,  glass, 
aluminium  cans  and  other  recyclable  waste  products  could  be  provided. 

Rejected  by  Project  Sponsor 

Solar  space  heating  and  cooling  was  considered  impractical  because  of  high  initial 
cost,  lack  of  roof  space  for  equipment  and  low  return  on  investment. 

NOISE 

Proposed  as  Part  of  the  Project 

To  minimize  construction  noise,  only  muffled  gasoline  and  diesel-powered 
construction  equipment  or  electrically  powered  construction  equipment  would  be 
used.  Equipment  would  be  muffled  to  80  dBA  at  100  ft.  in  accordance  with  the 
San  Francisco  Noise  Ordinance  (Section  29076). 

The  project  sponsor  would  require  in  the  construction  contract  that  construction 
activities  would  not  begin  until  after  8:00  a.m.,  in  order  to  minimize  disturbance  of 
residents  in  the  project  vicinity. 

The  project  sponsor  would  require  in  the  construction  contract  that  mechanical 
equipment  in  the  building  be  muffled  in  order  to  comply  with  the  San  Francisco  Noise 
Ordinance,  Section  2909. 

An  acoustical  analysis  would  be  conducted  by  a  qualified  acoustical  engineer  to 
ensure  that  CNEL  noise  levels  inside  the  individual  residential  units,  when  windows 
are  closed,  would  not  exceed  45  dBA,  in  accordance  with  the  requirements  of  Title  25 
of  the  State  Administrative  Code. 
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Additional  noise  insulation  would  be  incorporated  into  exterior  walls  of  the  building, 
as  required  by  the  detailed  acoustical  analysis. 

GEOLOGY/TOPOGRAPHY 

Proposed  as  Part  of  the  Project 

Should  dewatering  be  necessary,  the  final  soils  report  shall  address  the  potential 
settlement  and  subsidence  impacts  of  this  dewatering.  Based  upon  this  discussion, 
the  soils  report  shall  contain  a  determination  as  to  whether  or  not  a  lateral  and 
settlement  survey  should  be  done  to  monitor  any  movement  or  settlement  of 
surrounding  buildings  and  adjacent  streets.  If  a  monitoring  survey  is  recommended, 
the  Department  of  Public  Works  will  require  that  a  Special  Inspector  (as  defined  in 
Article  3  of  the  Building  Code)  be  retained  by  the  project  sponsor  to  perform  this 
monitoring.  If,  in  the  judgment  of  the  Special  Inspector,  unacceptable  subsidence 
were  to  occur  during  construction,  groundwater  recharge  would  be  used  to  halt  this 
settlement.  Costs  for  the  survey  and  for  any  necessary  repairs  to  service  under  the 
street  would  be  borne  by  the  contractor. 

HAZARDS 

Proposed  as  Part  of  the  Project 

An  evacuation  and  emergency  response  plan  would  be  developed  by  the  project 
sponsor  or  building  management  staff,  in  consultation  with  the  Mayor's  Office  of 
Emergency  Services,  to  insure  coordination  between  the  City's  emergency  planning 
activities  and  the  project  plan.  The  project  plan  would  be  reviewed  by  the  Office  of 
Emergency  Services  and  implemented  by  building  management  insofar  as  possible 
before  issuance  by  the  Department  of  Public  Works  of  final  building  occupany  permits. 

The  project  architect  has  met  with  a  representative  of  the  Building  Department  to 
discuss  the  building  design  and  proposed  internal  fire  protection  measures;  the  project 
would  comply  with  all  recommendations  made  by  the  Building  and  Fire  Departments. 
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CULTURAL 

Proposed  as  Part  of  the  Project 

Prior  to  issuance  of  a  site  permit,  the  project  sponsor  shall  retain  an  historical 
archaeologist  (or  other  qualified  expert)  to  perform  archival  research  and  site 
inspection  to  determine  the  potential  for  discovery  of  cultural  or  historic  artifacts  on 
the  site.  Results  of  this  investigation,  and  a  plan  for  any  further  investigation  that 
may  be  appropriate,  shall  be  reported  to  the  Environmental  Review  Offficer  (ERO). 
The  ERO,  in  consultation  with  the  Secretary  to  the  Landmarks  Preservtion  Advisory 
Board  and  the  archaeologist,  shall  determine  whether  the  archaeologist  should 
instruct  all  excavation  and  foundation  crews  on  the  project  site  of  the  potential  for 
discovery  of  cultural  or  historic  artifacts,  and  the  procedures  to  be  followed  if  such 
artifacts  are  uncovered.  In  the  event  of  high  probability  of  discovery  of  cultural  or 
historical  artifacts,  the  ERO  may  require  that  an  archaeologist  be  present  during  site 
excavation  and  record  a  daily  log  of  observations.  The  ERO  may  also  require 
cooperation  of  the  project  sponsor  in  assisting  such  further  investigations  on  site  as 
may  be  appropriate  prior  to  or  during  project  excavation  even  if  this  results  in  a 
delay  in  excavation  activities. 

Should  cultural  or  historic  artifacts  be  found  during  project  excavation,  the 
archaeologist  would  assess  the  significance  of  the  find,  and  immediately  report  to  the 
ERO  and  the  Secretary  of  the  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board.  The  ERO 
would  then  recommend  specific  mitigation  measures,  if  necessary,  in  consultation 
with  the  State  Office  of  Historic  Preservation.  Excavation  or  construction  which 
might  damage  the  discovered  cultural  resources  would  be  suspended  for  a  maximum 
of  four  weeks  to  permit  inspection,  recommendation  and  retrieval,  if  appropriate. 
This  maximum  of  four  weeks  shall  include  any  other  time  periods  for  which  the  ERO 
has  required  a  delay  in  excavation  activities. 
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VI.   SIGNIFICANT  ENVIRONMENTAL  EFFECTS  THAT  CANNOT  BE  AVOIDED  IF  THE 
PROPOSED  PROJECT  IS  IMPLEMENTED 


In  accordance  with  Section  21067  of  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  (CEQA) 
and  with  Sections  15382,  15064  and  15065  of  the  State  CEQA  guidelines,  the  purpose  of 
this  chapter  is  to  identify  impacts  that  could  not  be  eliminated  or  reduced  to  an 
insignificant  level  by  mitigation  measures  included  as  part  of  the  proposed  project,  or 
other  mitigation  measures  that  could  be  implemented  as  described  in  Chapter  V, 
Mitigation  Measures,  p.  93. 

No  unavoidable  significant  environmental  impacts  resulting  from  the  project  have  been 
identified.  The  final  determination  of  significant  impacts  will  be  made  by  the  City 
Planning  Commission  as  part  of  their  certification  action.  This  chapter  will  be  revised,  if 
necessary,  to  reflect  the  City  Planning  Commission's  findings,  before  printing  of  the  Final 
EIR. 
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YD..  Alternatives 

\1L  AIT  If.  NATIVES  IDliLL  PROPOSED  PROJECT 


Tlie  No-Project  Alternative  would  continue  the  vacant  status  of  most  of  the  site;  the 
existing  on-site  building  would  not  be  demolished.  No  environmental  impacts  associated 
with  the  proposed  project  would  occur.  This  alternative  would  not  increase  the  San 
Francisco  housing  supply.  Tnere  would  not  be  an  increase  in  traffic  in  the  area.  There 
would  be  no  decrease  in  air  quality,  increase  in  noise  or  increase  in  energy  consumption. 
The  required  continued  paymeni  of  taxes  on  the  site  without  income  derived  from  the  site 
would  result  in  continued  efforts  to  develop  an  acceptable  project  by  the  present  sponsor 
or  by  future  owners. 


This  alternative  was  designed  at  a  conceptual  level  by  MLTW/Turnbull  Associates, 
Architects  and  Planners,  and  is  supported  by  the  Nob  Hill  Neighbors  (see  Figure  35, 


FIGURE  35 

COMMUNITY  DESIGN  ALTERNATIVE 

SO'J^ZE  Mob  Hill  Neighbors  and  TjnbuH  Associates 
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The  Community-Design  Alternative  would  be  about  40  ft.  high  (from  Sacramento  St.),  and 
would  be  set  back  about  64  ft.  from  Sacramento  St.;  a  raised  courtyard  (about  5  ft.  above 
Sacramento  St.  level)  would  front  on  Sacramento  St.  There  would  be  two  rows  of  units 
facing  Sacramento  St.,  with  a  30  ft.  deep  open  space  between  the  rows  and  a  rearyard 
setback  of  about  15  ft.  behind  the  northernmost  row  of  units.  This  alternative  would 
include  33  units  varying  in  size  from  approximately  1,300  sq.  ft.  to  1,700  sq.  ft.;  a  portion 
of  the  building  would  occupy  Lot  44  (the  proposed  project  would  not  include  building  on 
this  lot,  only  landscaped  decks).  This  alternative  would  also  include  units  on  Lots  2  and  4 
(between  Ewer  Place  and  Malvina  Place);  these  lots  are  not  currently  a  part  of  the  project 
site.  Residential  units  would  cover  approximately  48%  of  the  24,000  sq.  ft.  lot  area;  the 
subsurface  parking  garage  would  cover  100  %  of  the  area. 

Access  to  this  alternative  would  be  from  Sacramento  St.  (both  parking  and  pedestrian); 
parking  would  also  be  accessible  from  Ewer  Place  and  Malvina  Place.  (Access  to  the  units 
between  Ewer  Place  and  Malvina  Place  would  be  from  Ewer  Place.)  Objective  1,  Policy  1 
of  the  Citywide  parking  plan  states  that  access  to  parking  facilities  should  avoid  use  of 
transit  preferential  streets  in  order  to  minimize  conflicts  between  cars  and  transit. 

A  total  of  121  parking  spaces  (57  compact  spaces,  57  standard  spaces  and  7  guest  spaces) 
would  be  proposed  with  this  alternative,  with  extra  spaces  being  sold  or  rented  to  area 
residents.  A  service/loading  or  trash  pickup  area  for  vans  and  trucks  could  be  located  on 
one  of  the  parking  levels,  although  the  exact  location  has  not  been  finalized;  a  loading 
space  would  reduce  the  number  of  parking  spaces  available  (by  two  or  three).  The 
proposed  parking  for  this  alternative  would  exceed  (by  145%)  the  maximum  number  of 
parking  spaces  of  49  allowed,  by  the  City  Planning  Code,  for  this  alternative 
(1.5  permitted  spaces  per  unit);  thus,  Conditional  Use  authorization  by  the  City  Planning 
Commission  would  be  required. 

This  alternative  would  block  public  views  of  Coit  Tower,  Telegraph  Hill  and  the  Bay  from 
Huntington  Park,  as  would  the  proposed  project.  The  reduced  height  of  this  alternative 
and  the  setback  from  Sacramento  St.  would  mean  that  fewer  residential  units  in  the  Nob 
Hill  Condominium  building  would  have  their  private  views  blocked  or  diminished. 
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VII.  Alternatives 

This  alternative  would  contrast  with  the  taller  Nob  Hill  Condominiums  and  the  Park  Lane 
Apartments  (220  ft.  and  136  ft.  tall  respectively;  both  are  built  to  their  property  lines  on 
Sacramento  St.). 

At  a  maximum  height  of  about  40  ft.  (versus  150  ft.  for  the  proposed  project),  this 
alternative  would  reduce  the  length  of  the  project's  shadow  trace  by  about  75%.  This 
would  result  in  less  new  shadow  on  roofs,  backyards  and  streets. 

If  the  alternative  included  only  the  permitted  number  of  parking  spaces,  traffic  would  be 
less  than  with  the  proposed  project;  on  the  basis  of  the  worst-case  traffic  method,  this 
alternative  would  generate  about  200  vte  per  day,  of  which  about  20  would  occur  during 
the  peak-hour.  Traffic-related  air^quality  and  noise  impacts  would  be  reduced 
proportionately  (by  about  55%).  However,  with  '.ILTW's  suggested  121  parking  spaces  (14 
more  than  with  the  proposed  project),  this  alternative  would  result  in  greater  worst-case 
traffic  impacts  than  the  proposed  project.  Traffic-related  air-quality  and  noise  would  be 
proportionately  greater  (by  about  13  %). 

MLTW  'Turnbull  Associates  estimates  that  the  project  sponsor  could  make  a  profit  of 
about  $6  million  if  he  were  to  develop  this  alternative  -  taking  into  account  direct  and 
indirect  costs,  land  costs  and  sales  costs.  (This  estimate  is  contained  in  a  letter  from 
Shartsis,  Friese  &  Ginsburg,  representing  the  Nob  Hill  Trust  Group,  to  Toby  Rosenblatt, 
President  of  the  Planning  Commission,  January  9,  1984.)  The  project  sponsor  does  not 
wish  to  build  on  Lot  44,  or  on  Lots  2  and  4  (which  are  not  part  of  the  project  site),  and 
also  maintains  that  this  alternative  would  not  be  economically  viable.  Therefore  the 
project  sponsor  has  rejected  this  alternative. 

(Much  of  the  above  information  was  contained  in  a  letter  from  Paul  Lobush,  William 
Turnbull  Associates,  September  5,  1984.) 

C.     REDUCED-HEIGHT  ALTERNATIVE 

The  Reduced-Height  Alternative  would  be  similar  to  the  proposed  project,  but  24  ft. 
shorter.  It  would  be  set  back  (as  is  the  proposed  project)  at  the  fifth  leveL  This 
alternative  would  be  approxiiiately  the  same  height  as  the  adjacent  136-ft.-tall  Park  Lane 
Apartments  and  would  consist  of  about  59  units  with  about  88  parking  spaces  (see 
Figure  36,  p.  103).  Access  to  this  alternative,  both  vehicular  and  pedestrian,  would  be,  as 
for  the  proposed  project,  from  Sproule  Lane  and  Ewer  Place. 
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FIGURE  36 

OUTLINE  OF  REDUCED-HEIGHT  ALTERNATIVE 

SOURCE:  ESA 
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VII.  Alternatives 

Public  view  blockage  from  Huntington  Park  would  be  as  for  the  proposed  project.  Views 
of  the  Bay,  East  Bay  Hills,  Telegraph  Hill  and  Coit  Tower  would  be  blocked.  Fewer 
residential  units  adjacent  to  the  site,  essentially  two  floors  of  the  Nob  Hill  Condominium 
building,  would  have  their  private  views  blocked  by  this  alternative  than  by  the  proposed 
project.  This  alternative  would  (as  would  the  proposed  project)  complete  the  enclosure  of 
Huntington  Park,  creating  a  building  "wall"  effect. 

Shado//  impacts  of  this  alternative,  because  of  its  reduced  height  (24  ft.  shorter)  would  be 
proportionately  less  (about  a  15%  reduction  in  the  length  of  the  shadow  trace)  than  with 
the  proposed  project. 

The  number  of  parking  spaces  permitted  for  this  alternative  would  be  88;  worst-case 
traffic  resulting  from  this  alternative  would  therefore  be  less  than  for  the  proposed 
project.  On  the  basis  of  the  worst-case  traffic  model,  this  alternative  would  generate 
about  355  vte  per  day,  with  about  35  vte  during  the  peak-hour.  Traffic-related  air-quality 
and  noise  would  be  reduced  proportionately  (by  about  20%).  The  energy  demand  of  this 
alternative  would  also  be  proportionately  less  (by  about  15%)  than  for  the  proposed 
project.  Fire  Department  requirements  for  this  alternative  would  be  similar  to  those  for 
the  proposed  project. 

This  alternative  was  rejected  by  the  project  sponsor  because  it  would  provide  a  poorer 
visual  transition  between  the  Nob  Hill  Condominiums  and  the  Park  Lane  Apartments; 
would  be  an  economic  underuse  of  the  site;  and  would  not  in  his  opinion  provide  sufficient 
return  on  investment. 

D.    65-FT.  ALTERNATIVE 

This  alternative  was  developed  in  response  to  the  proposed  Nob  Hill  zoning 
reclassification,  initiated  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  on  August  20,  1984.  The  proposed 
reclassification  would  replace  portions  of  an  existing  160-A  height  and  bulk  district  with  a 
65-A  height  and  bulk  district,  reducing  the  maximum  allowable  building  height  to  65  ft., 
rather  than  the  160  ft.  currently  permitted. 

The  65-ft.  Alternative  would  consist  of  a  seven-story  tower  (6  5- ft  .-tall),  with  71  units  and 
107  parking  spaces,  as  well  as  a  four-story  townhouse  (the  same  as  in  the  proposed 
project).  The  average  size  of  the  units  in  the  tower  would  be  about  750  sq.  ft.  (compared 
to  about  1,900  sq.  ft.  with  the  proposed  project);  units  in  the  townhouse  would  be  similar 
to  those  in  the  proposed  project  townhouse. 
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VII.  Alternatives 

This  alternative  would  occupy  the  same  portion  of  the  project  site  as  the  proposed  project; 
there  would  be  deck  space  in  the  rear  of  the  tower  over  below-grade  parking.  As  with  the 
proposed  project,  the  tower  would  be  set  back  25  ft.  from  the  property  line  on  Sacramento 
St.  at  the  fifth  level;  this  setback  area  would  contain  an  open  terrace  and  swimming  pool 
for  use  by  building  residents. 

Access  to  this  alternative,  both  vehicular  and  pedestrian,  would  be,  as  for  the  proposed 
project,  from  Sproule  Lane  and  Ewer  Place. 

This  alternative  would  block  public  views  of  Coit  Tower,  Telegraph  Hill  and  San  Francisco 
Bay  from  Huntington  Park,  as  would  the  proposed  project  (see  Figure  37,  p.  106).  The 
reduced  height  of  this  alternative  would  mean  that  fewer  residential  units  in  the  Nob  Hill 
Condominium  building  would  have  their  private  views  blocked  or  diminished.  As  with  the 
proposed  project,  this  alternative  would  complete  the  enclosure  of  Huntington  Park,  and 
would  contribute  to  the  building  "wall"  effect  as  viewed  from  ground  level  along 
Sacramento  Street  (although  not  to  the  same  extent  as  the  proposed  project).  This 
alternative  would  contrast  with  the  taller  Nob  Hill  Condominiums  (220  ft.)  and  the  Park 
Lane  Apartments  (136  ft.). 

This  alternative  would  result  in  a  shadow  trace  approximately  60%  less  than  with  the 
proposed  project.  This  would  result  in  less  new  shadow  on  roofs,  backyards  and  streets. 

With  107  parking  spaces,  this  alternative  would  generate  the  same  amount  of  traffic  as 
for  the  proposed  project;  traffic-related  air-quality  and  noise  impacts  would  also  be  the 
same.  The  on-site  energy  demand  of  this  alternative  would  be  about  60%  less  than  for  the 
proposed  project.  Fire  Department  requirements  for  this  alternative  would  be  similar  to 
those  for  the  proposed  project. 

The  project  sponsor  believes  that  this  alternative  would  provide  a  poorer  visual  transition 
between  the  Nob  Hill  Condominiums  and  the  Park  Lane  Apartments  than  the  proposed 
project.  The  project  sponsor  considers  that  this  alternative  would  be  an  economic 
underuse  of  the  site,  and  would  not  in  his  opinion  provide  sufficient  return  on  investment. 
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FIGURE  37 

OUTLINE  OF  65-FT.  ALTERNATIVE 

SOURCE:  ESA 
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1-  a  -e^srartr  rf  ce-eral  rirr.latir-  i-  ^-.e  City,  vas  prsted  in  t.'-.e 
r>e  r*i  rtjre  - 1  rffires,  a.-.d  %as  called  tr  ve  ?rr;ert  rp^rr.srr,  all  in 
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»V7 erts  ever  r^.  e  sic-ificarre  cf      e  traffic  tfferta  cf  t-'.e  Frc;ert  or. 
t-"  •  e- vurcr.sxe-t  ,  t.' e  D«rartae-t  is  req-ired  tc  prep«are  ar.  Er. vi.rcr.aertal 
X&pact  Repcrt  ,11?^      ccverirg  all  appr-c^riate  :.asues. 


T'at  i-ased  up^cr  ere  cral  ari  w^rirren  t.eiti.»cry  prefer tei  tc  tte  City 
Flar-^i-.:  Trrmisic-  at  t.' e  r.ilir  ^.earirc  cr  'aruarj-  19,  15&4,  z^.t  appeal 
tc.e  ieci.sic?.  tc  i.Ba..e  ere  >«c;ative  Decla.raticr.  r.ere:>n  ^a  ^.e^e^y  suJt^i^.ed. 
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File  No.  a3.14?EC 

Address     1150  Sacramerito  Stree' 

totion  No.  9546 

Page  Two 


I  hereby  certify  tnat  tr.e  foregoing  Motion  was  ADOPTED  by  tr.e  City 
Planning  Conoission  on  February  9,  1934 


Lee  Woods ,  Jr . , 
Se  cretary 


AYES:        Comrrdssioners  Bienr.an,  Karasick,  Klein,  NaicasniKa,  Rosenblatt, 
Salazar,  Wri^.t 

NOES:  None 

ABSENT:  None 

ADCPTED:  February  9,  1984 


7342A 
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1150 


Initic  'r. 


''r  ':x7fretely  17,5C'- -:. --t.  project  sfte  ■ :  :*  : "  -rai^cfsca 
and  consists  of  Lots  TC,  3^,  -'n  Asses^c  s  -         Ill,  ^"^1 


-'■"3.    "-'veo'^  z'r  ' '-'^  z:  — :  Tfstrfct  5"'! 

1:"  -t'e  'Let        fs  "'^  r"  -"^-l  'f^sf^ct.  ~ 


Street,    ~"e  "^■^■^t^-"  e  -  e"'  set-zr'*:  i-.-.  ::-t5"^r       ::e"  s:r:e  terrsce  =" 


r-:;?:*  would  cor+Bin  t*^ree  levels  of  parkinq  with  107  parkinq  spaces 
t^e  e'e.B:"':'"  c"^  Sacarento  St'*eet.    The  project  would  provide  78 
incere"        y  ac:ess'!:"'e  parking  spaces.    In  addition,  the  proiect  would 
provide  2?  tanderr  parking  spaces.    The  •f'irst  two  levels  (containing  72  spaces) 
would  Or  s::?ss"'bie  fro^  Sproule  Lane;  the  third  level  (containing  35  sp^^ces) 
wpu""  d  re  r::r?s'r'e  'rom  Ev.'er  Place  (see  Figu'-e  1,  p.  3).    An  internal  loadinq 
dDc.  a'':  :B"r  =  re  handling  ■f'acilities  would  also  be  accessible  fron  Ewer 
Place.    Garoaze  trucks  would  back  down  Ewer  ^lace  and  into  the  buildina  to 

t^r  ■^'"z?":  o'ckup  would  occur  app**oy inately  three  tir^^s  a  week  between 
~:3r  and  5:00  A.M.    Emergency  vehicles  could  use  either  the  en"^,rance  on 

Srr-^.'e-T:  St-eet,  Sr-oule  Lane  or  Ewer  Place  to  gain  access  to  the  proiect. 

.The  prc:e:'  s^c^^^te:":  "s    =    an/V!cLaughl in/Piaz. 
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II.    SUMMARY  OF  POTENTIAL  ENVIRONMENTAL  EFFECTS 


The  proposed  project  is  examined  in  this  Initial  Study  in  order  to  detenriine 
potential  effects  on  the  environment.    The  following  potential  effects  have 
been  identified  and  will  be  analyzed  in  an  Environmental  Impact  Report  (EIR) 
to  be  prepared  for  the  project. 

Distant  and  near  views  of  the  project  and  its  visual  aspects;  effects  of 
the  project  on  views  from  public  areas  and  nearby  residences; 

Relationship  of  the  project  to  the  Comprehensive  Plan's  Urban  Design 
Element  and  to  the  appearance  and  scale  of  surrounding  buildings, 
including  historic  buildings; 

Shadow  effects ; 

Vehicular  and  pedestrian  traffic;  parking,  and  transit; 

Traffic-generated  noise; 

Traffic-generated  air  quality; 

Energy  consumption  and  conservation; 

Project  contributions  to  cumulative  traffic  increases; 

Hazards  (fire  access). 

The  EIR  will  also  include  a  summary  of  the  environmental  review  process  to 
date. 

The  following  potential  environmental  impacts  were  determined  either  to  be 
insignificant  or  to  have  been  mitigated  through  measures  included  in  the 
project  design.    These  items  require  no  further  environmental  analysis  and 
will  not  be  addressed  in  the  EIR: 

Land  Use:    As  a  residential  use  in  a  residential  district,  the  project  would 
not  disrupt  or  divide  the  physical  arrangement  of  an  established  community, 
nor  have  any  substantial  impact  upon  the  existing  character  of  the  vicinity. 
It  would  comply  with  the  height,  bulk  and  use  provisions  of  the  City  Planning 
Code,  and  is  generally  consistent  with  the  City's  Master  Plan. 
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r :: ^' rt' :  r^rjert  ^ruld  increase  the  population  on  the  site  by 

i=z-ii''i.  '  s  r.:.":  :e  =::-t  four  ze-ie  *  i:*.:'  :::."ation  in 

~r-s-s  "--5:-.  site  is  lc::-e:. 

MoTse:    A-'-.r-  ::~:"e:-:",                ::e'-c'ion  w:.':        lenreptibly  increase 

r:-se  "e.es  -'e  i-i.e::  vicirt^..    1:- struction  no:  se  ».juld  be  *,e-psr2ry; 


' '  "  1  -  = "  •  T •  :  Cc's". :*  t^e  z-izcsec  z-cject  woulc  na»e  s':'*~-*.e^- 
e-*e:-s  =        in  t^e  i-ije:*  vicinity.    -  -"t^'gation  irieasure  t: 

re:-:e  zi^''  z  /  i'^  "'ii'z^i  :e"e'-  =  *.e:  ::"s~"-:tion  activities  to 

:  =       e.e  s    s  -^c'.ie:       '"e  z-cje:'    see  z.  17).    The  proposed 
::''::e:"  r.z/z        ='*e:-  r.-':s       :e:es*^-='  ::--:-t  in  Huntington  Park,  no^ 
r^z/ z  -'.  :  =  -se  c  -'e  =  s-''i:"e  increase  1r.  *^^^zl  a*  sesestrian  levels. 


Utilif^es  /  Public  Services:    '^e  :'':::se:  :^::e:-  tould  increase  ceraand  for 
ui'.'rz'ii      z  se".-:es,  but  ^e:w-'-e  additional  service 

facilities,    '"'s    s  ::'*in:.ec  Zj  "e**.e"s  fe  utilifes  which  are  cr.  file 

wit^  t"e  leza-'-e-*  :*  City  Pla''^';,  I*--:e  sf  Environmental  Review. 

:' :    :    ~-e  :''::e:t  '=.e  c  negligible  effect  on  plant  or  animal  life 


"nical  '■e::''*  r.:^'c  :e  s-esi'^e:  cy  a 
'"e  s-'sje:*  s::"s:''  a^a  contractor  would  follow 
'■era'^ding  ^reject  construction. 

Wete*^:    The  p'^sjest  w^ulc  increase  s^-'ase  runcff,  wnicn  coulc  oe  accc-^'scated 
z.  fe  C't.'s  s*s''"  fa*''  s.sie".    r«a*.e''  ''a"''s  servinc  t^"e  s'te  wojid  be 
a:ec.a*,e       -ee*  r.a*e"  :e-a':  le-e^a-.ea  Dy  the  project. 

^^^''^-a'  ^es:^":e£:    A  mitigation  measure       :^:te:*.  a^,.  archaeological 
•'es:-r:es,  s':-"c  a^^  se  cisccverec  on  the  S'te,  "s  included  in  the  project 

(  see  pp  .    1  C-  ,    y . 

A.     C?'-A'IBILITY  -t^::-  E;:3TI?^G  ZON'ING  AND  PLANS. 
Cojld  the  project: 

1.    ^ecj-'^e  a  va-'-'a^ce,  special  authorization,  or 

cra^ie  iz  tr.e  Cit^  rlanr.ip.g  Code  or  Zoning  Map? 


2.    Conflict  with  the  Comprehensive  Plan  of  the  City    YES_     NO  DISCUSSED 
and  County  of  San  Francisco?    "T  X  ~ 


3.    Conflict  with  any  other  adopted  environmental 

plans  and  goals  of  the  City  or  Region?    X   

The  project  would  comply  with  the  height,  bulk,  and  use  provisions  of  the  City 
Planning  Code.    However,  Conditional  Use  authorization  by  the  City  Planning 
Commission  is  required  for  any  project  more  than  40  feet  in  height  in  a 
residential  district.    The  17-story  tower,  fronting  on  Sacramento  Street, 
would  comply  with  the  160-foot  height  limit  required  in  the  160-A  Height  and 
Bulk  District  in  which  it  is  situated.    The  peaked,  metal-clad  roof  in  the 
center  of  the  structure,  of  which  a  portion  would  cover  mechanical  equipment, 
would  be  15  feet  at  its  highest  point  above  the  rooftop  deck  for  a  total 
height  of  1 76  feet. 

Objective  1,  Policy  4  of  the  Residence  Element  states:    "Encourage  infill 
housing  on  appropriate  sites  in  established  neighborhoods."    With  the 
exception  of  the  existing  townhouse  which  will  be  demolished,  the  project  site 
is  a  vacant  site,  in  an  established  neighborhood,  "not  designated  for  open 
space,"  and  as  such  is  one  on  which  "new  housing  construction  should  be 
encouraged."    Most  of  the  site  is  identified  as  a  housing  opportunity  site  in 
the  Department  of  City  Planning  report  on  Housing  Opportunity  Sites,  December 
1  979. 
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B.     ENVIRONMENTAL  EFFECTS.     Could  the  project: 


YES      NO  DISCUSSED 


1 .     Land  Use 

a.  Disrupt  or  divide  the  physical  arrangement 

of  an  established  community?    X 

b.  have  any  substantial  impact  upon  the 

existing  character  of  the  vicinity?    X  X 

The  project  would  be  located  in  a  primarily  residential  area  of  the  City  near 
the  top  of  Nob  Hill.    The  area  also  contains  hotels,  restaurants,  bars, 
boutiques,  convention  facilities,  the  Masonic  Auditorium,  Grace  Cathedral  ana 
Huntington  Park.    The  project  site  is  to  the  immediate  north  of  the  Nob  Hill 
Special  Use  District  where  hotels  and  inns  are  permitted  Conditional  Uses. 
The  site  is  opposite  the  Pacific  Union  Club,  which  is  listed  on  the  National 
Register  of  Historic  Places.    The  two  architectural  inventories  made  in  recent 
^ears  (by  the  Department  of  City  Planning  and  by  the  Foundation  for 
San  Francisco's  Architectural  Heritage)  identified  16  buildings  worthy  of  note 
in  the  vicinity.    These  include  the  Fairmont  Hotel,  1001  California  Street, 
the  Mark  Hopkins  Hotel,  Grace  Cathedral,  the  Cathedral  House  and  Diocesan 
House  on  Taylor  Street,  1021,  1045,  1055,  and  1075  California  Street,  the 
Masonic  Auditorium,  the  Brocklebank  Apartments  at  1000  Mason  Street,  and  the 
Park  Lane  Apartments  adjacent  to  the  proposed  project.    In  addition,  several 
of  the  two-  to  four-story  frame  buildings  on  Taylor  Street  and  Clay  Street  in 
the  project  block  were  rated  in  the  Department  of  City  Planning  survey. 

The  site  vicinity  is  characterized  by  buildings  ranging  in  height  from  three 
to  twenty  or  more  stories.    Immediately  west  of  the  site  is  the  71 -unit, 
21 -story  Nob  Hill  Community  Apartments  structure  on  the  west  side  of  Sproule 
Lane  at  1170  Sacramento  Street;  immediately  east  of  the  site  is  the  33-unit, 
11 -story  Park  Lane  Apartments  at  1100  Sacramento  Street  (see  Figure  1 ,  p.  3 
and  Figure  2,  p.  4).    The  site  is  near  the  crest  of  Nob  Hill  in  an  area 
characterized  by  a  mix  of  medium-  and  high-rise  buildings  as  well  as  low-rise 
buildings  on  Taylor  ana  Clay  Streets  and  the  northern  half  of  Sproule  Lane. 

As  a  residential  use  in  a  residential  district,  the  project  would  not  disrupt 
or  divide  the  physical  arrangement  of  an  established  community,  nor  have  any 
substantial  impact  upon  the  existing  character  of  the  vicinity. 
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2.  Visual  Quality 

a.  Have  a  substantial,  demonstrable  negative 

aesthetic  effect?  X     

b.  Substantially  denrade  or  obstruct  any  scenic 

view  or  vista  now  observed  from  public  areas?    X    X 

c.  Generate  obtrusive  light  or  glare 

substantially  impacting  other  properties?    X   

The  EIR  will  discuss  distant  and  near  views  of  the  project  and  its  visual 
aspects,  its  effects  on  views,  and  its  relationship  to  the  Urban  Design 
Element  of  the  Comprehensive  Plan  and  to  the  appearance  and  scale  of 
surrounding  buildings. 

3.  Popul ation 

a.  Induce  substantial  growth  or  concentration 

of  population?    X  X 

b.  Displace  a  large  number  of  people 

(involving  either  housing  or  employment)?    X   

c.  Create  a  substantial  demand  for  additional 
housing  in  San  Francisco,  or  substantially 

reduce  the  housing  supply?    X   

After  full  occupancy,  the  population  of  the  site  would  increase  to  about 
150  persons.    The  project  would  result  in  the  demolition  of  the  single-family 
townhouse  on  the  site,  which  is  occupied.    The  increase  in  population  would  be 
about  four  percent  of  the  total  1980  population  in  the  Census  Tract,  No.  112, 
which  is  bounded  by  California,  Powell,  Leavenworth  and  Washington  Streets. 
The  increased  population  would  increase  the  demand  for  retail  services  in  ti^e 
Nob  Hill  area.    The  project  would  probably  not  encourage  additional 
residential  development  as  the  surrounding  area  is  already  predominantly 
residential  and  potential  nearby  development  sites  are  limited. 

4.  Transportation  /  Circulation 

a.    Cause  an  increase  in  traffic  which  is 
substantial  in  relation  to  the  existing 
traffic  load  and  capacity  of  the  street 
system? 


YES    m  niscijs'^.En 


X 
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Mechanical  equipment  for  building  operation  would  be  regulated  by 

San  Francisco  Noise  Ordinance  2909,  which  limits  noise  at  the  property  line  to 

70  dBA  /1/from  7:uO  a.m.  to  10:00  p.m.  and  bO  dBA  from  10:00  p.m.  to  7:00  a.m. 

Title  25  of  the  California  Administrative  Code  requires  that  an  interior  noise 
environment  be  maintained  at  a  CNEL  (community  noise  equivalent  level)  of 
45  dBA./3/    The  acceptable  outdoor  noise  level  for  residential  units  is  a  CNEL 
of  60  dBA.    The  project  sponsor  would  design  the  project  to  meet  Title  25 
noise  insulation  standards,  and  has  agreed  to  follow  the  noise  reduction 
recommendations  of  an  acoustical  engineer.    As  evidence  of  compliance,  a  copy 
of  the  report  would  be  submitted  with  the  building  permit  application. 
Loading  and  unloading,  and  garbage  collection,  would  be  done  inside  the 
apartment  building,  limiting  the  external  noise  from  those  sources. 


NOTES  -  Noise 


/!/  Ldn,  the  day-night  average  noise  level,  is  a  noise  measurement  based  on 
human  reaction  to  cumulative  noise  exposure  over  a  24-hour  period,  taking  into 
account  the  greater  annoyance  of  nighttime  noises:    noise  between  10:00  p.m. 
and  7:00  a.m.  is  weighted  10  dBA  higher  than  the  actual  level. 

/2/  dBA  is  a  measure  of  sound  in  units  of  decibels  (dB).    The  "A"  denotes  the 
A-weighted  scale,  which  simulates  the  responses  of  the  human  ear  to  various 
frequencies  of  sound. 

/3/  Community  noise  equivalent  level  (CNEL)  is  an  averaged  sound  level 
measurement  based  on  human  reaction  to  cumulative  noise  over  a  24-hour 
period.    Noise  between  7:00  p.m.  and  10:00  p.m.  is  weighted  5  dBA  higher  than 
the  actual  level,  and  10  dBA  higher  between  10:00  p.m.  and  7:00  a.m.  The 
numerical  values  of  CK'EL  and  Ldn  are  essentially  equal  for  most  urban  noise 
envi  ronments. 


6.    Air  Quality  /  Climate  YES     NO  DISCUSSED 

a.    Violate  any  ambient  air  quality  standard  or 
contribute  substantially  to  an  existing  or 

projected  air  quality  violation?  X    X 


b.  Expose  sensitive  receptors  to  substantial 
pollutant  concentrations? 

c.  Permeate  its  vicinity  with  objectionable 
odors? 


A-14 


dee  by  '^^c'^a"' 'j  -'t"     e':'  '■'^t^'.  ,         "' : 

project  s''t'r  T  s  e/i^'sed       w .-/''"c''  ^''^  :  ""^^ y  '''".'"'>■ 
west,    '^e  site  "S  sc''t'a''y  s''e'te'*e':  -r'^-  w-^-::  -cr-^^.-  -,'-e:e      "e:  f ' 
because  it  is  'ocate'^  a^:^t  ^/^  -^t.  be'cw  t"e  ^■■:'e:t  :'. -''t  c -  s::  «• 
t*'e''e  5''e  seve''?''  ^5-  ts  2'-st'^''  1^"'^'^"'":^;  C'^e't"-'  cC'''2s  ':'''."e 
t^e  west  ff"  t^e  s'te  's  a  2'-st:''y  ^e:=.:e  :^  f's  s^e'te"-'-: 
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contacted  and  have  indicated  that  they  have  adequate  capacity  to  serve  the 
project  and  would  not  require  additional  personnel  or  equipment.  Statements 
to  this  effect  from  these  service  providers  are  available  for  public  review  at 
the  Office  of  Environmental  Review.    Excavation  for  utility  connections  would 
affect  the  curb  lane  of  Sacramento  Street  for  up  to  three  weeks  during 
construction.    Trenches  would  be  covered  with  steel  plates  during  peak  traffic 
hours.    No  further  analysis  is  necessary  in  the  FIR. 

8.     Biology  YES      NO  DISCUSSED 

a.  Substantially  affect  a  rare  or  endangered 
species  of  animal  or  plant  or  the  habitat 

of  the  species?    X  X  

b.  Substantially  diminish  habitat  for  fish, 
wildlife  or  plants,  or  interfere  substantially 
with  the  movement  of  any  resident  or 

migratory  fish  or  wildlife  species?    X  X 

c.  Require  removal  of  substantial  numbers  of 

mature,  scenic  trees?  X  X  


The  project  would  result  in  the  removal  of  existing  plant  and  animal  life  from 
the  vacant  portion  of  the  site,  possibly  including  a  mature  palm  tree.  No 
rare  or  endangered  plant  or  animal  species  are  known  to  exist  on  the  site, 
which  does  provide  habitat  for  insects,  birds  and  possibly  small  rodents. 
However,  removal  would  not  have  a  significant  effect  on  the  environment. 
There  will  be  no  further  discussion  in  the  EIR. 

9.    Geology  /  Topography 

a.  Expose  people  or  structures  to  major  geologic 
hazards  (slides,  subsidence,  erosion  and 

liquefaction)?    X   X  

b.  Change  substantially  the  topography  or  any 
unique  geologic  or  physical  features  of  the 

site?  X  X 


The  site  slopes  downhill  from  Sacramento  Street  toward  the  northeast,  with  a 
maximum  difference  in  vertical  elevation  of  about  16  ft.  (Elevation  251  to 
Elevation  236).    Soil  conditions  consist  of  10  to  28  ft.  of  loose  to  medium 
dense  sand  overlying  three  to  20  ft.  of  stiff  to  very  stiff  sandy  clay, 
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followed  by  sandstone  and  shale  bedrock.    Groundshaki ng  is  expected  to  be 
"strong"  on  the  site  for  a  major  earthquake  of  the  1906  type,  according  to  the 
Community  Safety  Element  of  the  Master  Plan.    The  site  is  not  in  an  area 
subject  to  landslide,  liquefaction  or  tsunami  inundation. 

Excavation  would  be  required  for  the  proposed  subsurface  levels  of  parking. 
In  accordance  with  Bureau  of  Building  Inspection  requirements,  the  project 
sponsor  would  obtain  a  site-specific  soils  report  from  a  licensed  soils 
engineer  or  geologist.    The  report  would  include  information  on  groundwater 
levels  and  flows.    If  excavation  extends  below  groundwater  level,  dewatering 
may  be  necessary.    The  project  sponsor  would  construct  the  project  in 
accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  soils  report  pertaining  to 
excavation,  dewatering  and  foundations.    As  the  project  would  include  measures 
to  mitigate  potential  impacts  associated  with  excavation  and  dewatering  (see 
p.  18),  these  issues  will  not  be  discussed  in  the  EIR. 

10.    Water  YES     NO  DISCUSSED 

a.  Substantially  degrade  v/ater  quality,  or 

contaminate  a  public  water  supply?    X   

b.  Substantially  degrade  or  deplete  ground 
water  resources,  or  interfere  substantially 

with  ground  water  recharge?    X 


c.    Cause  substantial  flooding,  erosion  or 

siltation?  "    J(_   

The  proposed  project  would  increase  runoff  from  the  site.    The  runoff  would  be 
deflected  to  the  City's  combined  sanitary  and  storm  sewage  system.  The 
project  would  increase  water  use  on  the  site  to  about  14,000  gallons  per 
day. /I/    These  issues  will  not  be  discussed  in  the  EIR. 

NOTE  -  Water 

/I/  Based  on  a  factor  of  200  gallons  per  day  per  unit  from  Metcalf  and  Eddy, 
1972,  Wastewater  Engineering:    Collection,  Treatment,  and  Disposal. 
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n.     Energy  /  Natural  Resources 


a.  Encourage  activities  which  result  in  the  YES      NO  DISCUSSED 
use  of  large  amounts  of  fuel,  water,  or 

energy',  or  use  these  in  a  wasteful  manner?         X    X   

b.  Have  a  substantial  effect  on  the  potential 
use,  extraction,  or  depletion  of  a  natural 

resource?  X  X 


The  bu'ilding  would  be  designed  and  constructed  to  conform  with  the  enerqv 
requirements  of  Title  2-       the  Califo^^nia  Administrative  Code  so  that  energy 
use  per  square  foot  of  floor  area  would  be  less  than  that  of  most  existing 
build"'ngs.    The  project  would  increase  on-site  energy  use  and  contribute  to 
cumulative  energv'  consumotion  that  would  result  in  deoletion  of  non- renewabl e 
resources.    Energy  consumption  and  conservation  will  be  discussed  in  the  EIR. 

12.  Hazards  • 

a.  Create  a  potential  public  health  hazard  or 
involve  the  use,  production  or  disposal  of 
materials  w^^xh  pose  a  hazard  to  people  or 
animal  or  plant  populations  in  the  area 

affected?    _X_  

b.  Interfere  with  emergency  respof^se  plans  or 

emergency  evacuation  plans?  X    X 

c.  Create  a  potentiallv  substantial  fire 

hazard?  "  X  X 


The  project  would  result  in  a  greater  number  of  people  on  the  site,  which 
would  increase  the  difficulty  of  evacuating  people  from  the  site  in  an 
emergency.    The  haza^'d  mitigaf'on  measure  committed  to  by  the  project  sponsor 
would  se'^ve  to  mitigate  this  impact  (see  p.  18h    Emergency  evacuation  and 
f  i  re-"^""  ghti  ng  access  w'H  be  discussed  in  the  EIR. 

13.  Cultural  YES      NO  DISCUSSED 

a.    Disrupt  or  adve*"sely  affec"*".  a  prehistoric 
or  historic  archaeological  site  or  a 
property  of  h"'sto»*ic  or  cuHu^al  signifi- 
cance to  a  commun-ity  or  ethnic  or  social 
g*"0UD;  0^  a  pal  eontologi cal  site  except  as 

a  part  of  a  scientific  study?    X   X 


b.  Conflict  with  established  recreational, 
educational,  religious  or  scientific  uses 

of  t^ie  area?    X 

c.  Conflict  with  preservation  of  any  buildings 

of  City  landmark  quality?    X  X 

Partially  exposed  on  the  surface  of  the  site  is  the  foundation  of  a 
residential  building  that  previously  occupied  the  site.    No  known 
archaeological  resources  exist  on  or  near  the  site.     If  any  artifacts  were  to 
be  discovered  during  site  excavation,  the  project  sponsor  is  committed  to  the 
mitigation  measure  on  pp.  18-19  regarding  archaeological  resources. 

The  existing  townhouse  on  the  site  at  1130  Sacramento  Street,  which  was  built 
in  1916,  was  rated  3  (on  a  scale  of  0  to  5,  lowest  to  highest)  in  the 
1 97d  architectural  inventory  by  the  Department  of  City  Planning.  This 
building  is  proposed  for  demolition  as  part  of  the  project.    While  the 
demolition  of  this  building  may  be  of  concern  to  the  Planning  Commission  and 
could  affect  its  decision  on  the  project,  it  would  not  represent  a  significant 
effect  on  the  environment.    This  topic  will  not  be  discussed  in  the  EIR. 

C.  OTHER 

Require  approval  of  permits  from  City  Departments  YES  NO  DISCUSSED 
other  than  DCP  or  BBI,  or  from  Regional,  State  or 

Federal  Agencies?    X   

D.  MITIGATION  MEASURES 

1.  If  any  significant  effects  have  been 
identified,  are  there  ways  to  mitigate 

them?  _X_    X 

2.  Are  all  mitigation  measures  identified 

above  included  in  the  project?  X    X 

Mitigation  measures  currently  proposed  as  part  of  the  project  are  listed 
below.    Other  mitigation  measures  may  be  identified  during  subsequent 
environmental  review  and  will  be  included  in  the  EIR. 

Air  Quality  /  Climate 

During  construction,  the  project  sponsor  would  require  the  general 
contractor  to  wet  down  demolition  and  construction  areas  at  least  twice  a 
day  to  reduce  dust  generation  by  approximately  50%. 
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retrieval  of  artifacts;  and  3)  for  an  archaeologist  or  historian  or  other 
expert  acceptable  to  the  Environmental  Peview  Officer  to  help  the  Office 
of  Environmental  Peview  determine  the  significance  of  the  f^nd  and 
identify  feasible  measures,  if  any,  to  preserve  or  recover  artifacts. 


E.    MANDATORY  FINDINGS  OF  SIGNIFICANCE  YES  N0_ 

1.  Does  the  project  have  the  potential  to 
degrade  the  quality  of  the  environment, 
substantially  reduce  the  habitat  of  a 
fish  or  wildlife  species,  cause  a  -^ish 
or  wildlife  population  to  drop  below 
self-sustaining  levels,  threaten  to 
eliminate  a  plant  or  am"mal  community, 
reduce  the  number  or  restrict  the  range 
of  a  rare  or  endangered  plant  or  animal, 
or  eliminate  important  examoles  of  the 
major  periods  of  California  history  or 

pre-history?    _X 

2.  Does  the  project  have  the  potential  to 
achieve  short-term,  to  the  disadvantage 

of  long-term,  environmental  goals?    __X 

3.  Does  the  project  have  possible  environ- 
mental effects  which  are  individually 
limited,  but  cumulatively  considerable? 
(Analyze  in  the  ""ight  of  past  projects, 
other  current  projects,  and  probable 

future  projects. )  X   

4.  Would  the  project  cause  substanf'a"! 
adverse  effects  on  human  beings,  either 

directly  or  indirectly?   _X 

5.  Is  there  a  serious  public  controversy 
concerning  the  possible  environmental 

effect  of  the  project?  X 


The  project  could  contribute  to  cumulative  effects  on  traffic  in  f^e  \Z2  -"in 
area.    These  potential  cumulative  effects  will  be  analyzed  in  the  EIR. 
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APPENDIX  B:  PREVIOL'S  BUILDING  PLANS  FDR  THE  SITE 

Over  a  five-year  period  extending  frcn  196  7  to  1571  inclusive,  four  different  buildirig- 
plans  for  the  site  or  portions  thereof  were  submitted  by  previous  owners  to  the  City 
Planning  Commission  for  consideration.  The  first,  identified  as  Conditional  Cse 
Application  No.  CU  67.32,  included  lots  10,  11,  33  and  34,  which  were  then  occupied  by 
the  existing  1130  Sacramento  St.  tov/nhouse,  a  single-family  dwelling  at  1150  Sacramento 
St.  and  a  duplex  at  134  Sproule  Lane.  The  plan  provided  for  a  27S-room  hotel  in  a 
26-story  tower  with  a  height  of  277  ft.  above  Sacramento  St.  The  building  tower 
dimensions  were  proposed  to  be  80  ft.  by  80  ft.;  each  floor  would  have  had  12  rooms,  A 
2,000-sq.-ft.  dining  area  was  proposed,  and  parking  at  the  rate  of  one  space  per  3.5  rooms 
was  proposed.  After  two  hearings,  the  application  was  approved  unanimously  by  the  City 
Planning  Commission  on  January  4,  1963,  by  Resolution  No.  6171. 

The  second  application,  identified  as  Conditional  Use  Application  No.  CU  58.21, 
represented  a  modification  of  the  previously  approved  plan  with  the  addition  of  675  sq.  ft. 
of  lot  area  (Lot  45)  to  the  site.  The  number  of  hotel  rooms  was  reduced  to  266,  but  four 
apartments  were  added.  Building  height  was  reduced  to  254  ft.  above  Sacram.ento  St. 
Thirty-seven  parking  spaces  for  attendant  parking  only  were  proposed.  This  application 
was  approved  by  the  City  Planning  Commission  by  4-1,  with  two  absences,  on  August  8, 
1968,  by  Resolution  No.  6250. 

The  third  application  was  submitted  in  1970,  Conditional  Use  Application  No.  CU  73. 48, 
for  a  2  8-story  hotel  with  346  guest  room.s,  two  penthouse  apartments,  a  dining  :zz~  and 
three  levels  of  parking.  The  project  site  was  increased  in  size  by  3,256  sq.  ft.  (Lot  44). 
Six  floors  were  added  to  the  tower,  resulting  in  a  heignt  of  3  24  ft.  Ninety  parking  spaces 
were  proposed,  with  Malvina  Place  and  Ewer  Place  used  for  access.  The  garage  roof  was 
proposed  as  a  landscaped  area.  This  proposal,  which  com.plied  with  ^rzan  design  and 
zoning  policies  then  in  effect,  was  approved  by  the  City  Planning  Commission  by  7-0,  on 
July  2,  1970,  by  Resolution  5558. 

The  fourth  application  for  the  site.  Conditional  Use  Application  No.  CU  71.43 — ^was  for  a 
25-story  home  for  the  elderly,  containing  244  retire Tient  residence  units,  a  penthouse 
suite,  meeting  rooms,  a  dining  room,  an  auditorium,  a  3  0-bed  infirmary,  and  a  99-unit 
garage  with  each  space  independently  accessiDle.  The  tower  extended  to  a  depth  of 
110  ft.  on  Sproule  Lane,  had  a  width  of  68  ft.  on  Sacram.ento  St.  and  would  have  been  323 
ft.  high  above  Sacramento  St.  The  proposal  was  disapproved  by  the  City  Planning 
Commission  on  April  6,  1972  by  5-0  by  Resolution  5327. 

On  March  22,  1979,  the  project  area  was  down-zoned  in  response  to  concerns  c: 
neighborhood  residents;  the  height  limjt  was  reduced  from  3  20  ft.  to  150  ft. 

A  project  similar  to  the  current  project,  but  including  a  six-story  building  on  Lots  2  and  4 
(on  Mason  St.  between  Ewer  Place  and  Malvina  Place)  was  proposed  by  the  current  ^wnsor 
in  1980.  The  project  included  a  total  of  94  one-,  two-,  and  three-bedroom  units  including 
one  penthouse  and  two  townhouses.  The  project  would  have  provided  120  off-street 
parking  spaces.  Access  to  parking  would  have  been  from  Sproule  Lane,  Ewer  Place  and 
Malvina  Place.  The  project  would  have  complied  with  zoning  limitations.  The  project 
sponsor  withdrew  this  project  in  1980,  prior  to  planned  preparation  of  a  Draft  EIR. 
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INVENTORY  OF  ARCHITECTURALLY  SIGNIFICANT  BUILDINGS 


In  1974,  1975  and  1976,  the  San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning  conducted  a 
parcel  by  parcel,  citywide  inventory  of  architecturally  significant  buildings.  An  advisory 
review  committee  of  architects  and  architectural  historians,  including  John  Beach, 
Architectural  Historian;  Michael  Corbett,  Architectural  Historian;  John  Frisbee,  Regional 
Director,  National  Trust  for  Historic  Preservation;  Mrs.  G.  Bland  Piatt,  President,  San 
Francisco  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board;  James  Ream,  Architect;  Judy 
Waldhorn,  Architectural  Historian;  Francis  Whisler,  Architect;  Sally  Woodbridge, 
Architectural  Historian;  William  Coburn,  Architect;  Robert  Hersey,  Architect;  and  Al 
Lanier,  Architect;  assisted  in  the  final  determination  of  evaluative  ratings  for  the  10,000 
buildings  which  have  been  entered  in  an  unpublished  60-volume  record  of  the  inventory. 
The  buildings  have  been  recorded  on  color-coded  maps  which  identify  locations  and 
relative  significance;  these  are  available  for  public  inspection  at  the  Department  of  City 
Planning. 

The  inventory  was  not  an  inventory  of  historic  structures.  Rather,  it  was  an  inventory  of 
buildings  that  were  considered  to  be  architecturally  significant  from  the  standpoint  of 
overall  design,  or  particular  design  features.  Contemporary  buildings  were  included  as 
well  as  some  more  than  50  years  old.  Each  building  was  numerically  rated  as  to  its  overall 
architectural  significance.  The  ratings  ranged  from  a  low  of  "0"  to  a  high  of  "5".  The 
buildings  were  also  separately  classified  by  style.  Finally,  each  structure  received  a 
summary  rating  based  on  the  first  2  codes  as  well  as  on  its  environmental  and  urban  design 
setting,  which  also  ranged  from  "0"  to  "5".  Thus  each  building  included  in  the  inventory 
was  coded  by  its  architectural  significance,  its  style,  and  its  overall  environmental 
significance.  Buildings  receiving  a  summary  rating  of  "3"  or  higher  are  considered  to  be 
structures  of  merit. 

Buildings  included  in  the  survey  are  considered  to  be  in  the  best  10%  of  San  Francisco's 
architecture.  In  the  estimation  of  survey  participants,  buildings  rated  "3"  or  better 
represent  the  top  2  %  of  the  City's  architecture. 
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APPENDIX  D;  T.^  A  NSPORTATIO  N 
GOODRICH  METHOD 

Following  is  a  letter  from  D.K.  Goodrich,  an  independent  traffic  engineer  (representing 
appellants  against  the  approval  of  a  Negative  Declaration  for  the  proposed  project)  that 
documents  the  process  through  which  he  analyzed  trip  generation  from  the  Nob  Hill 
Condominiums  and  used  it  to  evaluate  project  traffic.  Several  points  about  iMr.  Goodrich's 
material  should  be  noted. 

The  Transportation  Impacts  section  of  this  document  has  estimated  p.m.  peak-hour 
traffic  impacts  from  the  project  at  two  rates,  0.06  vte  per  dwelling  unit  (du) 
(standard-modal  split,  worst-case  transit)  and  0.63  vte  per  du  (worst-case  traffic). 
The  p.m.  peak-hour  rate  which  Mr.  Goodrich  estimated  was  0.31  vte  per  du,  which  is 
within  the  range  of  values  analyzed  in  this  EIR. 

As  regards  Mr.  Goodrich's  statement  about  the  density  of  trip  generation  from  the 
site,  it  is  the  nature  of  high-rise  residential  developments  to  have  higher  population 
densities  and  traffic  generation  than  single-family  residential  developments.  The 
Nob  Hill  Condominiums,  used  as  the  basis  for  Mr.  Goodrich's  analysis,  have  about  the 
same  number  of  dwelling  units  as  the  proposed  project,  on  roughly  the  same  site 
square  footage.  The  trip  generation  rate  expressed  on  a  per-acre  basis  is  misleading, 
primarily  because  land  costs  in  this  portion  of  the  City  are  sufficiently  high  to  allow 
subsurface  parking  levels  to  be  cost  efficient.  Multiple  family  developments 
(including  high-rise)  in  less-urban  areas  use  surface  land  area  for  parking  and  thus 
reduce  the  ratio  of  trips  per  acre.  An  example,  McKinley  Towers,  a  high-rise 
development  in  Albany,  CA,  has  a  trip  generation  rate  equivalent  to  the  Nob  HiU 
Condominiums  on  a  per  unit  basis  (0.31  vte  per  unit  peak  hour)./l/  However,  as  a 
result  of  the  additional  area  devoted  to  (outside)  surface  level  parking,  the  Albany 
development  has  a  ratio  of  44  units  per  acre  as  opposed  to  the  ratio  of  233  units  per 
acre  at  the  Nob  Hill  Condominiums,  and  thus  has  a  peak-hour  rate  of  13.5  vte  per 
acre.  As  it  can  be  shown  that  the  Nob  Hill  Condominiums  generate  traffic  at 
per-unit  rates  consistent  with  studies  conducted  in  less-urban  areas,  it  would  appear 
that  the  anomalous  per-acre  rate  is  more  a  function  of  development  style  constrained 
by  land  value  than  a  function  of  travel  demand.  As  to  Mr.  Goodrich's  statement  that 
no  other  surveyed  residential  complex  approaches  the  generation  rate  of  the  proposed 
project  (or  the  Nob  Hill  Condominiums),  it  is  known  that  not  one  of  the  surveys  that 
make  up  the  CalTrans'  research  literature  was  conducted  for  an  urban  high-rise 
complex./ 1/  Thus,  as  all  of  the  CalTrans'  surveys  have  been  conducted  for  suburban 
complexes  with  low  unit-per-acre  densities,  comparison  of  the  project  (and  the  Nob 
Hill  Condominiums)  with  the  CalTrans  literature  is  irrelevant.  Additionally,  on  a  per 
unit  basis,  Caltrans'  research  shows  an  average  of  0.49  peak-hour  vte  per  unit  for  the 
20  complexes  surveyed./ 1/  When  compared  on  an  equal  basis,  the  project  (and  the 
Nob  Hill  Condominiums)  generate  at  lower  than  average  rates. 

Finally,  Mr.  Goodrich  makes  the  statement  that  the  project  "will  generate  the  same 
traffic  as  ten  (emphasis  added)  blocks  of  middle-income  homes  on  30-foot  urban 
lots".  By  "block"  he  appears  to  mean  the  length  of  one  side  of  the  street  in  a  city 
block  in  a  grid  with  20  blocks  to  the  mile.  Each  such  "block"  would  be  about  200  ft. 
long,  and  on  each  side  of  the  street  would  have  about  seven  homes  on  30-ft.  lots. 
Thus,  ten  such  "blocks"  would  contain  about  70  homes,  the  same  number  of  units  as  in 
the  proposed  project.  Mr.  Goodrich's  comment  should  not  be  read  to  refer  to  a 
square-block,  and  especially  not  to  San  Francisco  blocks,  which  are  about  400  ft.  long 
in  the  east/west  direction  and  about  280  ft.  long  in  the  north/south  direction.  With 
typical  alley  arrangements,  a  Nob  Hill  (square)  block  alone  could  contain  about  55 
homes  on  30-ft.  lots. 
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GOODRICH  TRAFFIC  GROUP 

CONSULTING  ENGINEERS 


2i2i  EE==*  :=  .E 


February  6,  1954 


Kr.  Toby  Rosenblatt 
President,  Planning  Departnsnt 
City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
450'HcAllister  Street 
San  Francisco,   CA  94102 


This  letter  will. explain  the  basis  for  cy  conclusion 


that  the  automobile  traffic  generated  by  the  above-referenced 
project  vill  have  a  significant  environjiental  impact.  Since 
the  Planning  Commission  has  now  rescinded  its  Negative 
Declaration,   1  hope  that  my  research  and  conclusions  will  be 
helpful  to  you  in  considering  the  possible  environmental 
im.pacts  of  this  project. 


As  I  explained  to  the  Planning  Com-.ission  at  its 


January  19  hearing,  I  have  been  retained  by  the  Nob  Hill 
Trust  Group  and  its  attorney,  Robert  Charles  Friese,  to 
review  and  evaluate  the  conclusions  of  the  preliminary 
and  final  Negative  Declarations  regarding  the  anticipated 
traffic  imipact  of  the  above-referenced  project.     For  your 
convenience,  I  have  attached  a  resum^e  of  my  qualifications  to 
this  letter. 


As  you  are  aware,  the  preliminary  Negative  Declaration 


("PND")  states  that: 

The  proposed  residential  project  would  generate  up 
to  640  weekday  person- trip-ends   (pte) ,  of  which 
about  70  would  occur  during  the  p.m.  peak-hour 
(4:45-5:45  p.m.)  of  operations  on  streets  adjacent 
to  the  site.     During  the  p.m.  peak-hour,   the  project 
travel  would  be  about  20  walk  trip-ends,  about  40  pte 
on  transit,  and  about  10  pte  in  autos   (5  vehicle 
trip-ends) . 


Re: 


1150  Sacram.ento  Street  Project 
(File  83.149Z)  


Dear  Mr.  Rosenblatt: 
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In  other  words,   the  PN'D  estir^ted  that  cr.ly  7  to  15%  of 
the  project's  traffic  during  the  p,r..  peak  hcur  vculd  be  by 
automobile.     On  the  basis  of  these  "trip  generation"  figures, 
the  ?ND  predicts  that  the  project  vould  result  in  the 
following  increases  in  traffic:   0.9%  on  Sacrar.ento  Street, 
1.4%  on  Taylor  Street,   and  15%  on  Sproule  Lane.     The  rV.j  does 
not  predict  the  percentage  of  traffic  increases  on  Clay, 
Mason,  or  any  other  streets.     The  ?''D  notes  that  the  Sacratientc- 
Taylor  Street  intersection,   the  only  specific  intersection 
discussed,   is  currently  operating  at  "Level  A"  and  concludes 
that  "intersection  operations  would  be  unaffected  by  the  prcject 
traffic."     The  Planning  Ccmission  adcpted  these  findings 
when  it  approved  the  final  Negative  Declaration  for  the  project 
on  October  27,  1953. 

As  you  can  see  fron  the  above,   the  conclusions  of 
the  Negative  Declaration  regarding  traffic  ir.pact  are  based 
on  certain  as s'-izip tions  regarding  the  n-^ber  of  vehicle- trip-ends 
which  will  be  generated  by  the  project.     Although  these  ass-jr.p- 
tions  itight  have  been  valid  for  niddle - incor.e  housing  which 
is  closer  to  the  downto'^-n  district,  both  the  applicable  traffic 
engineering  literature  and  ity  own  field  research  indicate  that 
these  ass'unptions  are  not  correct  for  the  site  now  under 
consideration. 

t 

In  order  to  test  the  "trip  generation"  assumptions 
of  the  Negative  Declaration,  r.y  staff  has  conducted  a  "trip 
generation  study"  of  the  Nob  Hill  Condo-iniutis  ,   the  building 
at  1170  Sacranento  Street  which  is  imediately  adjacent  to 
the  proposed  project.     This  building  has  apprcxir.at ely  the 
sar.e  n'uziber  of  dwelling  units   (70/71)  ,  nu-ber  of  parking  spaces 
(102/107),  and  price  per  square  foot  as  the  proposed  prcject. 
I  would  therefore  expect  the  "trip  generation"  of  the  prcposed 
project  to  be  virtually  identical  to  the  "trip  generation" 
of  the  Nob  Hill  Condoniniuzis . 

This  trip-generation  study,  which  was  conducted 
during  the  p.n.  peak -hour  (beginning  at  4:30  p.c)  on  Monday, 
January  9,   1954,  shows  that  the  Nob  Hill  Condoniniur.s  generated 
22  vehicle- trip-ends   (or  24  pte's  by  vehicle)  during  the  p.r:. 
peak-hour.     (A  sutmary  of  this  study,  which  has  been  submitted 
to  the  California  Department  of  Transportation  for  publication, 
is  attached.)     The  1150  Sacramento  Street  project  should  also 
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generate  approximately  22  vehicle- trip-ends  during  the  p.m. 
peak  hour  instead  of  only  5  vehicle- trip-ends  as  predicted  by 
the  PND.     In  other  words,  the  project  will  generate  4.4  tiir.es 
more  automobile  traffic  during  the  evening  rush  hour  than  the 
Planning  CoirjLission  believed  when  it  originally  approved  the 
final  Negative  Declaration.     Thus,  this  project  is  far  more 
autoniobile-intensive  than  originally  believed.     Eighty  percent 
of  the  project's  traffic  during  the  p.m.  peak  hour  would  be 
by  automobile  rather  than  7  to  157e  as  predicted  by  the  PKD. 
If  the  traffic  increases  predicted  by  the  PND  are  multiplied 
by  a  factor  of  4.4,  the  project  will  increase  traffic  by 
3.967e  on  Sacramento  Street,  6.167o  on  Taylor  Street,  and  70.4% 
on  Sproule  Lane. 

The  traffic  increases  predicted  by  my  research 
would,   in  my  opinion,   constitute  a  significant  environmental 
impact,  especially  when  considered  in  light  of  the  traffic 
increases  expected  from  other  proposed  developments  in  the 
City.     In  fact,  almost  no  residential  building  which  could  be 
built  within  the  160-foot  conditional  height  limit  could  have 
a  greater  impact  on  traffic.     My  research  indicates  that  this 
project  would  generate  73  peak-hour  vehicle-trip-ends  per 
acre.     By  comparison,  this  project,  as  the  result  of  its 
combination  of  high-density,  high-income  residents  and  ample 
parking  spaces,  would  generate  the  same  traffic  as  ten  blocks  - 
of  middle-income  homes  on  30-foot  urban  lots.     No  other  re- 
sidential site  surveyed  in  the  traffic  engineering  literature, 
except  the  Nob  Hill  Condominiums,  approaches  this  level  of 
automobile  trip  generation  density.     I  know  of  no  other  project 
with  an  even  remotely  similar  level  of  automobile  trip  genera- 
tion which  has  been  approved  since  the  adoption  of  CEQA  without 
the  preparation  of  an  EIR.     In  all  remotely  similar  cases,  such 
traffic  impact  was  considered  significant. 

The  Negative  Declaration  adopts  the  findings  of 
the  PND  that  intersection  operations  would  be  "unaffected"  by 
the  project  traffic.    This  conclusion,  however,  is  apparently 
based  solely  on  an  examination  of  the  Sacramento-Taylor 
intersection,  an  intersection  which  will  not  be  used  by  traffic 
from  downtown  to  the  project  during  the  evening  rush  hour.  The 
PND  does  not  review  the  other  intersections  which  would  be 
affected  by  this  project.     For  example,  the  Stockton-Sacramento 
intersection,  which  is  already  operating  at  a  lower  service 
level,  would  be  used  by  more  project  traffic  than  the 
Sacramento-Taylor  intersection,  especially  during  the  p.m. 
peak  hour.     The  PND  fails  to  analyze  the  impact  of  the  project 
traffic  on  this  or  any  other  intersection  on  the  "transit 
preferential"  streets  of  Clay  and  Sacramento  between  the  project 


X.  Appendices 


tsjOBTHESS  CALIPC«NI*  OFFICE 
30C  TARAVAI  STREET 
SAN  FBanCiSCC  CA  94116 
(4-5)  665  2645 


GOODRICH  TRAFFIC  GROUP 

CONSULTING  ENGINEERS 


SOuThEPni  Cali=C=ma  OPPiCE 
3S35  E£  =  OY  cSivE 
STuDiO  CiTv  Ca  91S04 
(213)  7£3  C034 


and  the  Financial  District.     Virtually  all  these  intersections 
are  at  much  lower  service  levels  than  the  Sacramento-Taylor 
intersection  analyzed  for  the  PND.     The  project  traffic  may 
well  have  a  significant  adverse  impact  on  these  intersections , 
especially  when  combined  with  traffic  from  other  new  projects 
on  this  "transit  preferential"  corridor. 

Finally,  the  Negative  Declaration  conclusions 
regarding  the  cumulative  traffic  impact  of  this  project  arc 
also  inadequate.     In  the  first  place,  this  cumulative  impact 
was  analyzed  by  examining  only  the  proposed  residential 
projects  which  are  within  two  blocks  of  this  project.  In 
fact,  any  proposed  project  which  will  feed  automobile  traffic 
into  the  "transit  preferential"  streets  of  Clay  and  Sacramento 
should  also  be  analyzed  to  determine  the  cumulative  imipact 
of  this  project.     Moreover,   the  PND  Amendmients ,  dated 
October  20,  1983,  assumed  that  the  three  "related"  projects 
would  generate  only  4  vehicle- trip-ends  per  p.m.  peak-hour. 
In  light  of  the  error  in  calculating  the  vehicle- trip-end 
generation  of  the  1150  Sacramento  Street  project,  the  con- 
clusions regarding  the  vehicle- trip-end  generation  of  these 
other  projects  are  also  extremely  dubious. 

In  short,  in  my  opinion,  tfie  material  which  was 
relied  upon  in  the  Negative  Declaration  to  conclude  that  the 
automobile  traffic  generated  by  this  project  would  not  have  a 
significant  effect  on  the  environment  is  unintentionally 
but  seriously,  misleading.     In  fact,  my  own  iresearch  indicates 
that  the  traffic  generated  by  this  project,  when  combined  with 
traffic  which  may  be  generated  by  other  proposed  residential 
projects,  would  have  a  significant  impact  on  the  environment. 

Thank  you  for  giving  me  this  opportunity  to  summarize 
my  conclusions.     If  you  so  request,  I  will  be  happy  to  attend 
the  Planning  Commission  hearing  regarding  this  matter  on 
February  9,  1984,  in  order  to  answer  any  questions  of  the 
Planning  Commission  or  of  the  Planning  Department  staff. 

Sijncerely  yours, 
Donald  Goodrich 

DC :mkc 

cc:     Robert  C.  Friese,  Esq. 
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TRIP  gz::e?w-.ticn'  st'j::y  sum'-l^?.y 


NA:-'.Z  of  study  SITI:     Neb  Hill  Ccr.dcr.ir.i'^~s    (1170  £acr£r;er.t3 ) 

LCCATICX:      San  Frar.ciscc 

TYPE  OF  DE'v'ELCrMZNT  ;     Ccr.d ::~ ir.i'^T.s 

DATE:     January  9,  19E4 


140  Residents 

1C2  Parking  Spaces      (87  designated   (scr.e  tanderr.]   to  specific  units, 

.15  to  valet  operation,  drop-off  and  gues-s. 
Virtually  nil  available  cn-street  spaces  due 
to  10 C%  occupancy.     Fo^ur  garage  levels  under 
building  wirh  street  used  as  rar.p  between 
levels . ) 

7  0  Dwelling  Units      (Average  value  exceeds  $5  CO  ,  00 0--luxury ,  views. 
0.3  Acres,   4  or  fewer  units  per  floor 
2  0  E.~p loyees     (includes  estimated  domestics) 
87  Vehicles 


Weekday:     P.M.  PEAK  HOUR    Beginning  16:20,   Inbound  plus  outbound  to-c^T 

22  vehicle  trips 
24  persons  in  vehicles 

3  walk  trips  (persons) 

3  bus  trips  (persons) 

PEAK  PERIOD  VEHICLE  OCCUPANCY  RATES: 

Autos  =  1.05  persons/auto 
Buses  =       99%  full 
Trucks  =  1.5  0  persons/truck        TRUCK  PERCENTAGE^ 9 % 


PEA; 


Resident 

D. 

16 

Parking  Space 

0. 

22 

Dwelling  Unit 

0. 

31 

Acre 

73  . 

3 

Z^.ployee 

1. 

1 

Vehicle 

0. 

25 
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BACKGROUND  INFORMATION  AND  METHODOLOGY  USED  IN  PARKING  ANALYSIS 
FOR  THIS  REPORT 

Parking  demand  was  analyzed  on  the  basis  of  Census  tract  information  and  on  the  basis  of 
a  study  of  parking  demand  at  two  condominium  developments  in  San  Francisco.  In  the 
Census  Tract  for  the  project,  the  majority  of  households  do  not  have  a  vehicle  available 
(Census  Tract  112  extends  into  Chinatown).  Because  the  proposed  project  would  be 
expected  to  attract  tenants  who  most  likely  would  own  automobiles,  the  Census  data  were 
refined  to  determine  the  average  automobile  availability  for  households  having  one  or 
more  automobiles  available  (about  50  %  of  the  households  at  an  average  of 
1.29  automobiles  per  household).  (The  average  automobile  availability  for  the  entire 
Census  Tract  was  considerably  lower  at  about  0.58  automobiles  per  household).  To  have  a 
complete  picture  of  parking  demand,  visitor  demand  would  have  to  be  added  to  the 
automobiles-per-household  data.  Thus,  total  parking  demand,  on  the  basis  of 
automobile-owning  households  in  the  census  tract  data,  would  be  closer  to  1.5  spaces  per 
dwelling  unit,  or  107  parking  spaces  for  the  project. 

Parking  demand  data  from  two  new  condominium  complexes  (studio,  one  and  two  bedroom 
units  under  $300,000  per  unit)  show  that  total  (resident  and  visitor)  parking  demand  is 
about  1.0  space  per  unit,  or  71  spaces  for  the  project./2/ 

To  supplement  this  information  and  to  address  the  question  of  the  comparability  of  the 
above  data  to  the  needs  of  the  proposed  project  (since  the  estimated  cost  of  the  units 
would  far  exceed  the  average  cost  of  the  units  in  either  Census  Tract  112  or  the 
complexes  studied),  a  parking  demand  study  was  conducted  at  a  nearby  residential 
complex  that  appeared  to  have  characteristics  similar  to  those  of  the  proposed 
project./3/  The  results  are  as  follows: 


Garage  capacity:      Total  resident  parking  252 

Occupied  at  time  of  survey  144 

Building  Demographics:       Occupied  units  163 

Pieds-a-terre  78 

Units  vacant  (for  sale)  J_4 

Total  units  255 


It  was  not  possible  to  ascertain  whether  the  owners  of  the  pieds-a-terre  units  were 
present  at  the  time  of  the  survey. 

From  the  survey  data,  if  it  is  assumed  that  all  of  the  pieds-a-terre  are  unoccupied,  the 
resident  parking  demand  would  be  144  spaces  divided  by  163  units,  or  0.88  spaces  per  unit 
(63  spaces  for  the  project).  Conversely,  if  all  of  the  pieds-a-terre  are  assumed  to  be 
occupied,  the  resident  parking  demand  would  be  144  spaces  divided  by  241  units,  or  0.60 
spaces  per  unit  (43  spaces  for  the  project). 

The  range  of  observed  resident  parking  demand  (0.60-0.88)  in  the  similar  residential 
building  suggests  that  the  parking  demand  for  the  surveyed  complex  may  be  comparable  to 
total  (resident  plus  visitor)  parking  demand  (0.80  to  1.10)  observed  at  other  locations  in 
the  City  (since  visitor  demand  would  have  to  be  added  to  resident  parking  demand).  These 
survey  data  also  suggest  that  the  estimate  of  parking  demand  derived  above  from  the 
Census  data  (1.5  spaces  per  unit)  may  be  high. 

The  net  result  of  all  of  the  parking  demand  calculations  is  that  the  107  parking  spaces 
proposed  for  the  project's  71  units  would  be  sufficient  (at  1.5  spaces  per  unit)  to  meet  the 
total  resident  plus  visitor  parking  demand  from  the  project,  and  may  provide  space  in 
excess  of  the  actual  project  demand. 
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l.MTERSECTIDN  ANALYSIS 

The  capacity  analysis  of  each  intersection  at  which  a  turning  movement  count  was  made 
used  the  "critical  lane"  method.  This  method  of  capacity  calculation  is  a  summation  of 
maximum  conflicting  approach-lane  volumes  that  gives  the  capacity  of  an  intersection  in 
vehicles  per  hour  per  lane.  (This  method  is  explained  in  detail  in  an  article  entitled 
"Intersection  Capacity  Measurement  Through  Critical  Movement  Summations:  A  Planning 
Tool,"  by  Henry  B.  Tvlclnerney  and  Stephen  G.  Peterson,  January  1971,  Traffic 
Engineering.  This  method  is  also  explained  in  "Interim  Materials  on  Highway  Capacity", 
Transportation  Research  Circular  No.  212,  Transportation  Research  Board,  January 
1980.)  The  maximum  service  volume  for  Level  of  Service  E  was  assumed  as  intersection 
capacity.  A  service  volume  is  the  maximum  number  of  vehicles  that  can  pass  an 
intersection  during  a  specified  time  period  in  which  operating  conditions  are  maintained 
corresponding  to  the  selected  and  specified  Level  of  Service  (see  Table  D-1).  For  each 
intersection  analyzed,  the  existing  peak-hour  volume  was  computed  and  a 
volume-to-capacity  (v/c)  ratio  was  calculated  by  dividing  the  existing  volume  by  the 
capacity  at  Level  of  Service  E. 
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TABLE  D-1:  VEHICULAR  LEVELS  OF  SERVICE  AT  SIGNALIZED  INTERSECTIONS 

Level  of  Volume/Capacity 
Service   Description  (v/c)  Ratio(a)) 

A  Level  of  Service  A  describes  a  condition  where  the  approach  to  an    less  than  0.60 

intersection  appears  quite  open  and  turning  movements  are  made 
easily.  Little  or  no  delay  is  experienced.  No  vehicles  wait 
longer  than  one  red  traffic  signal  indication.  The  traffic 
operation  can  generally  be  described  as  excellent. 

B  Level  of  Service  B  describes  a  condition  where  the  approach  to  an  0.61-0.70 

intersection  is  occasionally  fully  utilized  and  some  delays  may  be 
encountered.  Many  drivers  begin  to  feel  somewhat  restricted 
within  groups  of  vehicles.  The  traffic  operation  can  generally  be 
described  as  very  good. 

C  Level  of  Service  C  describes  a  condition  where  the  approach  to  an  0.71-0.80 

intersection  is  often  fully  utilized  and  back-ups  may  occur 
behind  turning  vehicles.  Most  drivers  feel  somewhat  restricted, 
but  not  objectionably  so.  The  driver  occasionally  may  have  to 
wait  more  than  one  red  traffic  signal  indication.  The  traffic 
operation  can  generally  be  described  as  good. 

D  Level  of  Service  D  describes  a  condition  of  increasing  restriction  0.81-0.90 

causing  substantial  delays  and  queues  of  vehicles  on  approaches 
to  the  intersection  during  short  times  within  the  peak  period. 
However,  there  are  enough  signal  cycles  with  lower  demand  such 
that  queues  are  periodically  cleared,  thus  preventing  excessive 
back-ups.  The  traffic  operation  can  generally  be  described  as 
fair. 


E  Capacity  occurs  at  Level  of  Service  E.  It  represents  the  most  0.91-1.00 

vehicles  that  any  particular  intersection  can  accommodate.  At 
capacity  there  may  be  long  queues  of  vehicles  waiting  up-stream 
of  the  intersection  and  vehicles  may  be  delayed  up  to  several 
signal  cycles.  The  traffic  operation  can  generally  be  described 
as  poor. 

F  Level  of  Service  F  represents  a  jammed  condition.  Back-ups  from        1.01  + 

locations  downstream  or  on  the  cross  street  may  restrict  or 
prevent  movement  of  vehicles  out  of  the  approach  under 
consideration.  Hence,  volumes  of  vehicles  passing  through  the 
intersection  vary  from  signal  cycle  to  signal  cycle.  Because  of 
the  jammed  condition,  this  volume  would  be  less  than  capacity. 

(a)  Capacity  is  defined  as  Level  of  Service  E. 

SOURCE:   San  Francisco  Department  of  Public  Works,  Traffic  Division,  Bureau  of 
Engineering  from  Highway  Capacity  Manual,  Highway  Research  Board,  1965 
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TABLE  D-2:  CUMULATIVE  RESIDENTL^L  DEVELOPMEN T  IN  PROJECT  VICINITY 


Project  Name  /  Location  Case  Number(a)  Dwelling  Units 

1300  Sacramento  Street  81.500EC  24 

1400  Jones  Street  80.269E  18 

1208-12  12  Jones  Street  81.604E  12 

897  California  at  Powell  83.308E  24 


(a)  Department  of  City  Planning  Case  Number. 
SOURCE:  Department  of  City  Planning 


NOTES  -  Appendix  D 


/I/  13th  Progress  Report  on  Trip  Ends  Generation  Research  Counts,  Department  of 
Transportation,  State  of  California,  June  1981. 

Ill  Park  Hill  Residential  Final  EIR,  Department  of  City  Planning,  certified  June  30,  1983. 

/3/  The  peak  late-night  parking  demand  count  at  a  residential  complex  within  one  block  of 
the  project  site  was  made  Thursday-Friday,  September  22-23,  1983. 
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APPENDIX  E:  SAN  FRANCISCO  AIR  POLLUTANT  SUMMARY  1981-1983 

STATION;  900  23rd  Street,  San  Francisco 
POLLUTANT:  STANDARD 


OZONE  (O3)  (Oxidant) 

1-hour  concentration,  ppm  (a) 

Highest  hourly  average  0.10  (b) 

Number  of  excesses  of  state  standard 
Expected  Annual  Excess  (national)  (d) 


0.12  (c) 


CARBON  MONOXIDE  (CO) 

1-hour  concentration,  ppm 
Highest  hourly  average 
Number  of  excesses  of  standard 

8-hour  concentration,  ppm 
Highest  8-hour  average 
Number  of  excesses  of  standard 

TOTAL  SUSPENDED  PARTICULATE  (TSP) 
24-hour  concentration,  ug/m^  (a) 

Highest  24-hour  average 

Number  of  excesses  of  standard  (g) 
Annual  concentration,  ug/m^^ 

Annual  Geometric  Mean 

Annual  excess  of  standard 

LEAD  (Pb) 

30-day  concentration,  ug/m^ 
Highest  30-day  average 
Number  of  excesses  of  standard 

NITROGEN  DIOXIDE  (NO2) 

1-hour  concentration,  ppm 
Highest  hourly  average 
Number  of  excesses  of  standard 

SULFUR  DIOXIDE  (SO2) 
24-hour  concentration,  ppm 

Highest  24-hour  average 

Number  of  excesses  of  standard  (g,h) 


20  (b,e) 
9  (b,c) 


100  (b,f) 


60  (b,f) 


1.5  (b) 


0.25  (b) 


0.05  (b) 


■  1981-1983 

1981 

1982 

1983 

0.07 

0.08 

0.13 

0 

0 

1 

1 

0.0 

0.0 

0.3 

8 

12 

7 

0 

0 

0 

5.3 

9.1 

5.1 

0 

1 

0 

103 

126 

117 

1 

3 

4 

56 

57 

55 

No 

No 

No 

0.6 

0.7 

0.4 

0 

0 

0 

0.11 

0.13 

0.13 

0 

0 

0 

0.016 

0.012 

0.018 

0 

0 

0 

(a)  ppm:  parts  per  million.  ug/m3:  micrograms  per  cubic  meter. 

(b)  State  standard,  not  to  be  equaled  or  exceeded,  except  for  CO  standards,  which  are  not 
to  be  exceeded. 

(c)  National  standard,  not  to  be  exceeded  more  than  once  per  year,  except  for  annual 
standards,  which  are  not  to  be  exceeded. 


(Continued) 
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APPENDIX  E:  SAN  FRANCISCO  AIR  POLLUTANT  SUMMARY  1981-1983  (Continued) 


(d)  Expected  Annual  Excess  is  a  three-year  average  of  annual  excesses  of  the  national 
standard. 

(e)  The  state  one-hour  CO  standard  was  revised  from  35  ppm  to  20  ppm  in  January  1983. 
The  national  one-hour  standard  remains  35  ppm. 

(f)  CAR3  has  redefined  the  state  particulate  standard  to  apply  to  "inhalable"  particulates 
only  (i.e.,  those  which  have  a  diameter  less  than  ten  microns).  The  new  standards  are 
50  ug/m3  for  24-hour  averages  and  30  ug/m^  for  the  annual  geometric  mean.  No 
data  is  currently  available  on  the  particle  size  distribution  of  the  TSP  sampled  at  the  San 
Francisco  monitoring  station.  According  to  CARS,  however,  the  new  standards  are 
"reasonably  equivalent"  to  the  old  standards  shown  in  the  table  above. 

(g)  Number  of  observed  excess  days  (measurements  taken  once  every  six  days). 

(h)  Exceeding  the  SO2  standard  is  a  violation  only  if  a  concurrent  excess  of  the  state 
ozone  or  TSP  standards  occurs  at  the  same  station.  Otherwise,  the  national  standard  of 
0.14  ppm  applies. 

SOURCE:  BAAQMD,  1981  -  1983,  Air  Quality  in  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Area;  and 

CARE,  1981  -  1983,  California  Air  Quality  Data. 
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Department  of  City  Planning 
Office  of  Environmental  Review 
450  McAllister  Street,  5th  Floor 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Attention:  Ginny  Puddefoot 
re:  1150  Sacramento  Street 
No.  83.149  EC 
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RETURN  REQUEST  REQUIRED  FOR  FINAL  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REPORT 


